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immjjij.nf):] 

, . ji siKil 1 lu- ri<c C \\y ui i'lW Ic^'.i.slaluro to establish n gcuerol 
,m<k1 iiiiirf>rn sy^^l^'i'i of \)\ibl1r. »,,cUo<)lSi"^ 

lii lu^'p j 11^; \/i th this r(\si)onsibLl Ity, Uu* MLnuesota Ltiftlsliuuvo cstnbllsliod 

1 chri, 1 ili;;.L r i.cl s on tho Jocv.I level, tlcvolopu.d a system for assuring financial 

*-.Ui),>(«r t. .;iK^ provided lor .stale supervision and leadership. From the .be- 

^'j ffi i ilie stJtc- h:\i\ slhirc-d in financ-inl support for tlie. educational 

prcn'riU. Tiiis as?; i si a,;ci' lias nssuiied a uunhur of different fonns v;blcli 

i'nn[;in) \'ro:n wry vcHir icA' ivc catc\'^,or."»cal. funding;; to broad general aid, 

j-irvadLn^; tlu distribution ,>roctM;*; hr,vc' been Llie questions of level of state 

f inaiu." i .i] ob3 i ;^;.'a i on and of tlie necessity to cqualir.e rc^vckuie and oxpendi-- 

lUi't's :iri<j!Ji^. school districts* 

j.'sot.Mis ];ru1e tii^nsolvos on boiii;;, Industrious, liard-v/orlviiig j and suppor- 
t, i v ui' li.ij public education systci'u But as educat ional costs escalated, 
I jV v-<ii ; .!Uu (. i es became bard pressed to prculuce the financial resources 
. riry foi the ir seb.>oJ*;. Variations in per pupi] c;q:endltures anieng 
SL/iv^ul J j .-; 1 1" j cts h.Wi' \;ir]i.M"icd nad inoquiLi(^'^ in fiscal effort have become 
:.:n\ severe. i'iie seeds of taxpayer revoJ t have been sown and the cry for 
,f; - iiitujl i H ty an<i a curb on sptrndin^ have becone norc ac.utc» }lef*orni in 
scliofH v< veuue and ex[>enditure patterns are clc irly demanded by a no longer 

I 1 I'lMUt, pub] ic . 

PATTLlCiS OF SCHOOL FIaANCK IN MiMKKSOTA 

in tlie carJy history of the Minnesota educational syste:n> state financial 
aid v;a>; distributed to scliool districts on a per pupil basis. The first such 

^ArlicJe VIIJ, SecticJi 1 of the Constitution of the State of Minnesota. 



..2- 

vK^d^- in lUiiiK^'oiui clinn^^'s \;c'ro ni.uU- in vnvly distribution formulas, 

i;iL>st iuUjbl< aiaonj; wlilcli v.vru n .school rlasyif ication aid in 1678, a spocial 
dcp,'M-tJiH-nt nid in 1901), nnd a .sup)>] or.iont al aid in 1913 (the initial attempt 
\u i-qualLzo), Viu*nu,f;,!Kiul thu5 peritu!, catepprical aids bcca:ne increasingly 
jnouiut nL wai 11 19A0 when ^0 such ypcclal aids fiad be-on prescribed by law, 

11k ]9'iOVs' .uu! oarly ]9'i)D't; wvc a period of some cb^ingo and intense study 
(.] \',ixc riinnov-ota scbooJ ciiJ CorKUilat; . In 19^7, the Ui^^isJature replaced 
^.-wri! C'f l)iv f.poojal aids vm Lh a l>afiic nid but it retained several other 
til oih'.T proi;rai: .ud.^;. ]n 1957 > t!u^. Jogi.slaturo nado a historic departure 
, I*; rli.^ [rrol i r^n\at Idi! which had evolved by enacting a "foundation aid'^ program. 
.^1; rr\ind,Kion aid coi.ccpl \Mrs founded on the prlncipJos that (1) every child 
'.o: I'jiCiilud to iiijiial oppurtimity to a minivauni educational proj^rari and (2) 
tu. of I'Lnancial yupporL for ilii.s pro^ran .slioulJ be adjusted 

I 1 h.:ct la/, payin;^ ability, 

'iiM :atL;'}i jcMUuia uvjilor lias pro^'.rnm prcA'idcd a set dollar anount per pupi] 
I.!- 1 1 tile aiuO'Mil rrds'ccl hy <\ s-pcoifJc lUiMbor of rrdlla on adjusted assessed 

'iiuaJ ion t'f property. y\w fonnnia also porniuted sdno grandi aLhericig by 
,i,?.sui in.; tliat no school district vjauld rcct-ivo Ic^s than a lixc?d amount per 

unii. phi^ $10 p^M* ccnsu^) chi}d. The first portion of the formula> 
laliclid "A'\ was an cffnrt at equalizing, but the ''B*' portion rcprcscated a 
ij j : (uiua Li /-In^ fcaLnrc by asKurinj; j^^taLe aid to even the weal tliiest school 
di';.tricts. A briof hi:^.tDrical synopsis of tliis aid progrrim is contained in 
Table 1, 




Unfoj turiately, Llie oquaJ izla^^ principles did not sustain. Rapidly escalating 
ed:;cjiLiouul co:,ls required major increases in state foundation aids, !'7hllo 
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(My...' i.uifisc.', lilt! i'<.Mii"j Mi('V n<t| Krr|> j).U'*' \^'IMi qHii'IJy rljiln^; 

li'Vrl fi j.rlHinl o xp (M i< K 1 u rf ' , Tlir mni^c dI* la* i I lUoiirinc o cnsls, iis filiov/U In 
r.tM ' I, li\iUcaU' tlml sctiO<vl i'xpuii(JUorg ouLtUrlppod aUlii received, 

:! ^.i^jHctr^ f ive rcprt .'ontnL Ivo MinnosoLa school district/i and relator; 
;^ ! hitu^uariv c rostfj (cxchidiug copitnl outlay and debt, rodomption) Lo aid 
vrcf-jved, FcderiHly fundrd cKpciuliturcs and aUU; arc onlLLod, 

j)aL.i in i:ib]u 2 arc liuiiicd In scope but are representative of what happcnod 

I ;*r('u^;li.Mil tlie ;U.ale. ] ri ii irpan> inai ntonanco coats in those five 

uisniets tM.\a!aLfd by .iii <u'ei'a[;e of $'^^30 or about 13^> percent, Me.anv/fiilc > 

staikj uliU. fur tii }io distriri.s av^ raj;cd a f.rov;th of $191 or about percent, 

i'v ;!H ii i.\\i> co::iP'araL Le ,h'i cA'iU.^i;.: grow'lh, actual state foundation aids failed to keep 

j t \vm' In LiKii lncroasc\s. T'ne d i.'icv-ip.jncy bet\;uen expenditures and state aids 

('\n:v iucvcui'Ani) finai^ci.j] lurdc-u foil upon local school disttlccs 
:r;^ \ ll.i' pr<jpi^.vty Lax. 

Mi:s!::i:soTA scioo]- financi: court cxsvs 

In.' fixate of f'iiii)v.?soi a wa,> second only to Califotnla in being the defendent 
ni a t ,.i).payf.rs suit coricoriiln<; the fundin[> of public education, U^nile the 

1 , rous case in ^Ii;)Ile^u^la Ls J^^ifji^J.d \[r<\\ Duisa r t^. ej^, oj.^ v ernu s Roland 
l^' 1/ I M . M/o oL.i-j?- cases were filed also dealing with i-;chooi financial 

:ai^>^.'.'i I . Thc^io were filod ;.y Ltie •lijJJiesoJ.a Federation £f X^^y ^'^y il-V^ 
vi T; D^v )L^:J-0>'\5' ^k* ^* ^'^"^ Minnesota rvr al C^Latc Taxpa yers 

^^'^ '^I'i' Jlk'f ^'n->e closely paralleled tlie Serrano case of California by 

\]Q alh-ii^; tiiat the liyj^toiu for financing public education In MinnefiOta failed 
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to t llu^ Mhiin.UP^ iKiiii rr;;ii lais "il" I I»c' LC[uaJ proLcclion claur.o of the 
IjiilU'O Staler; Con^^ci UiL ion in thai, it: makou the quality o£ Gjucotiun a 
usuccinn of lUo wonUh of Lhc cliildven^s parents and noighbovi;. This case 
luriii^'] alloj^ctd rh,'iL tiiu quality of education vas a function of the geographic- 
t.\i] acciilLnU of thcj \nn' pupils Oiisessod vnliiatJon of a sclinol district and 
failt'ti to taUo into account the variety of educational needs of school children. 

Vi'.e !>l;i i ;U i 1 f askcd the court U> declare the State financial systen void as 
beiar- 3 K-iUi^'U-^ni I: to tiie equal protection clause of the lAth ainendnent of the . 
r.:;. v.u.i.st i tut i Oil, and requested tlie court to retain jurisdiction affording 

letUicatt; aud tlie Lc^Mslature a reasonabJo t ijae to I'estructurc the financial 
sciic hi • so as to a^isure that the quality of public educdtion will no longer be 
a fLinct-ion of i he wealtli of the scliool districts. 

I n St ^'nij^ r of 1971^ tlic defend^Mits rioviid to liavc the corjplaint disralrsuu 
.iiid r>\\ cctobc^r 12, in a rntiier fa^tous decisioHj Judge jlllc.*; Lord denied tliC 

f -1 plea and rt:taiii -d Iris jurisdiction ov^cr the case until such tiuie 
1 . t Lot^islature should co:ii]5letj itj; action. In Deconhor of 11^71, the 
puij'ut ii'fs d J Si.i i si:;ed tliclr l.iviiui t witliout prejudice because they believed 

tliC I'J/J MInn'Jsola Le^ir;laturo had r:ore closely net the Constitutional 
r.t.induid uf i iiical neutralily than had been the previous case. 

^'r.'il'l': '-^J 'ii.l'^l^'ji'^-L'-:'. JSI^pJl^il',^^ casc closely paralleled that of the Van 
j;ii{:a/ir- case. In it, plaintiffs nlle^od that the scIicilx^ of taxation for scnool 
jiii.iir ia^ iii (he state of !lianesot;^ enabled some j^cliool districts to spend 
t.ubL.taiiLially ::iore r,ioney per pupil wiiile levying substantial lo\ver taxes than 
<>( her Mchool districts. Upon action by tlie defeudent this case uas consoli- 



Q (!alcc! \flA)} tiie \V.u ;;u:,^.u;l^ case and ultiixitoly wat= dismissed following action 

ERIC 



i)l iho J071 yj'nr.esota LoKislatuve. 



\ II I I II f 



{liv'laLiMl *A\y,\\\\y fium llu^ |»JH'viuu'; uvjo , rL'tlntlffs nlle^^,cd that the equal 



).j .^r.fC ( inn c:l;ri: i' of i!uj U»S4 Con^; t i I ut j oh and tliG fundamcntnl law of the 



Siai." cjf Mlnncst)t.>i rofiulri'd Lho iitnto to provldo equal education to all 



Cisildrt;n aud to iinpoiu'; a suijsL<ii\Lial] y uniform b\irdcu upon oil taxpayers ^ 

l/jjilc loJ Lc riU J Ji,^] }.:(Uiy of ihv oducal lonal faiJurej cited Jn the previous 
I v.) ca.sL'.s^ tills liilrti ^ujc.o :}l;.o nadc: note of tlio Tact tiiat the educational 

(ails Lo t.iki' into account the variety of educational needs of the 
s.fiiwih.i di.s-LrJci.5 ii; Liu- Slate; liia( iL failr. to provide' ciuldren of sub- 
;>i„.itia]Jy c'iui] a^^e, apLilufk', i-iol J vaL ion and ability v/itli subi9tantlally 

■ :aal res'j 1 1: (h ; and tliat il ]>c*rpijtual;e.s inai'lied differenccis in the quality 
01 ■urvict. s, e£[uipr;unL, and other facilltii.^3 wiiicl^ exist anions the public 

4 

^.i::.. o,^ ilj.-^irJci!.. Tltis ca^ic too V7as merged wltli the \'an rah^arj./. and 

^ ' l>'^l*X-lt^i;!ll }lL 1 but it wa& not fornally dismissed until 

('ducalnr^; tliiLoai^;Itoul the Stale of !Iinnu:^ota have, for yearr?, been 
;\ :ic^'r;sod vvilit the financin[; ol j^jbl Ic eduratioUj it is tlie auction of court 
in (J iJ i £t)j*nia , Tcxa:^, Miiniesota and other iitatcs \;hif:n liave brouglit 



-ir-ii- ivMra action. In rccoi;ui tiou of tlie justice contained in several of 

coi!i;Uaih t:; , Lhc^ Miunesota .State: lioard uf'EclucaLicn iias er»tabliGhcd the 
K' 1 • KU 1 c V a Li 1; Yo \ c u . 



CURRinrr SChOOL FINAtXi: 



In ly/l, t.i»< ;'inne!i;ota Lo^; i i^.l a t ure Rub^^tantially turned around the lieavy 




{•■iajice* upau local proiKjrty taxes* 



Vlie 19'/l'-y2 school year v;as designated 



u t ti pcrioil .tiu] fouiulaLlop cad v^a:^ IncrciatKxi to $600 per pupil unit 
iouu au aiuuuni eciual Lo a 30 mill levy on adjuiitcid assessed valuation of 
\'i\'^\.'i[y , I'or the 1972--73 iu:hool year, foundation aid was increased to 
:'//'jO pet pupil unit less an a:aoanL equal to the levy of 30 mills on the 
adjiJ^ted a.sseHfit'd vaJualloii of properly. 

Sip.ullnnocuiii with thir. increase In state finnticla] support, school districts 
>.'iM.t iiuitod in llie ,'iinuUJ^t by wlii.elj they could cau^je to be levied a tax on 
j'j.^p.rty. 'iiie ceilln^^ was calcu-alcd for eacVi nchooi district by a formula 
I ) n ..\f\iiiium of 30 adjusted assoisscd valuation laills. This limit could only 
bv* v.xvcedc'd upon approval ]ry public referendum and llien by a iiiaxiruini of 1.3 
riilis. Tat' new lav continued to pcri:.LL a sep,u\ate tax levy for capital out*- 
] iV <Hul bonded debt redemption. 

i'-Jn ti'Mslatlon u'a^; iiiLeudou to Siii>i.Laut ia ] incriMnc the level of state 
ijii-t.; j'at ;.'^ipport for tiw public scbooLs but to put au overall liiait on 
; , ^ ^'^^ l'^^' avcragu> stale f our.uacloi; aids are expected to support 

'I - i crcL-ni oj" t.MluLkMt tuce expendllurey in t'lO l97?.-73 f^cliool year as 
oppoacd lu pc'i\:oul duri!!^; the 1Q70-'71 school year. 

j^ccaii:;.- iy7.i-y2 v;as a iransi t i f)nal year between tlie old and new formulas, 
It ; .i;,xwl;:U improper to assess tlie nev/ state financial posture upon 
. ^- M d i^. L 1" i (Li . ViiciU! (hita were used in Table 2, .lowever, because iy7'^""73 
."c.io.^ l year report i; were not available at the tiriO of this wjriting. 
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rhr fo/i Ml finr^;'.j.;j l/'i'ifJ,iLiirfj onrictcd .1 ItisLoric piece of legislation which 
3i > ufy(^n MJt.ii c/f liK- opt'Mlion <jf state i,overnr;ent and perhaps most 

i icam ly upon fiiianciaJ support for thu state's public jtchools. In one 
sLroki*, sL/itc f inaiUM]i3 o£ iniiintonancu c^osts for oleinonlary and secondary 
c<luc.U 1 on wati Increast^d fvov.x approxlhiaLely percent to an cstinated 65-70 
purccni ox ti\o total of iiia ir. I enaucL* expotidi Cures of all school districts in 
tin- s'CfKci. WiwMi? iho cWora[i^' ^^^V approach 70 percent it Is significant to 
nolo (hat titalo iLnnnciiil suppori for tl\ese costs in individual school 
«i i :jt r ] ct .s iv> cstir-iattd to raiii^t; between 30 and iUO percent dependent upon 
sclcctnd district characLor i ji t ics . . 

WiiTiv' (;o:vM::anl of thiu ne\%^ legislation, the question nust still he asked, 

ilic iiuance roniuJa aduciuato?". A very large variance in expenditures 

per pupil iniJt currently exists an:on^ r;choc>l districts of the state. Does 

cxp( lul j turc^ variation Jr:pin<jc upon tliu educational o]>portunity available 
tv rJiurr.i? the relative real pi'operty v^ealt/i of a coiiinunity determine 

iltc Irve] of uxpond-i luiH'? Does this varzr<iicc in level govern prograu quality? 
Uitii (!n» adv^Mit of taxpayer revolt^ and the initiation of r.uuiy court cases 
tlirufi^;lK>at the nation, includin^i liiose in Minnesota, thiir»e questions become 
j* uud i ; u n t , 1 1 a i\d c r i t i ca 1 . 

i;5TAiiiJsir:i:::r of a sciiooL Fi.iA:;ci: task roRCE 

Tin; tLMJuisH Loner and the State board of Education expressed concern for the 



I 

I 1 Inane ing of public eluwioatary and secondary education in Minnesota. In 



I January of 197;^, tiie State Board of Education initiated a study and authori^ied 

I ^ 

^EI\IC ^'^'^ '^'^ Scl:ool J'inance Tank Force. To assure the input from a wide 
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i?K'inl>iW?i oj i]iJ,\i ro)Hu*. Muinbi'rrJilp Included Icadovi; f rori hotli the Douse 

oi Kci»ro:ic'ntai i vcs and tlio Senate from the Sfntn Legislvituro; rt'presenta*- 
livoi; of the C.nn'cvuor '.s offico; roprcsenlat ion frora each of seven major state- 
vMdii uducni. ioiu'jl orphan J ^:al, i ons ; ineml)ors of scliool boards from both large and 
snaJ I com.'uiaJ I J 0^; ; and reproseiUativcMi of special education, vocational edu- 
catioti, buriincf;£; ;u)d Jndvistry, niul the University of Mlnnoi,ota. liy its very 
uat.uri;> I lie Task Fo)h u concerned with special interests and special facets 
^)\ voucaLiou and of i;overnnicnt on \joll as with the overaH opernlion and 
rinancln.', of ))ublic ficiioob^. 

'Lhib ouj) wa.^ to study ^11 a ipocts of finance it relates to the public 
:>i'!HU)l;i in tliis state. The CiKir^^o to this body was genoral but focused upon 
i\ t.]c:,u^nio: 1) an assef^si;ient of llie irjpact of tiie lV7i revenue bill upon 
r,. ^.../[J,: ^^i:h(>Aciy iMvJ^ 2) rccoixicjndat lon,9 for rovislcn?) in ;;tate aid fcrmula.s, 
la i'l I a:> ) ishlp;; the rinaijce Task Force, tlie State Ror^rd of Education prevailed 
u[.r'ii 1 U< ])i'.);i]*t !aC:nt of ]'-chK:atiou lo provide vhatevur information, materials 
and resources \;cre nei essary to the Tasl'. Force. 

ii.e lot^^'^' I ixv.i autiiorl^ed in January of 1972, but due to nccer.sary 

• in ao'.>oIatraeriL oC a.^proin'i at(j jjeraons, did not initially meet 

eoi i I H ire], 30y 1972. Since the rjext le^.lslativc 55ession \:as to coTnraeace 
i.e^j i Uii i n^j, laiiuiiry 2, 197.3, the nost obvious cont;traint ui)on the Finance Task 
Force v.M-; tnat of tine, Froia tlie beginning it v/as felt that tne Task Force 
v.ould l^e limited in iti; scope and capability as far as assisting the 1973 
;;taLe Le^;is lature . Rather it was hoped tliat the Task Force might bring to 
the i'ore» some of tlie major issues confronting educational finance in Minnesota 
li vxlHit, today. It i*; further Jiopcd that, througli continual study^ 



I 



I 
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LlK'. Tasu For.c v ly.ht in fuLur.- sesiiious of tha Iccislaturc in dcvclopins 

scliciol nitl fun. ill 1 .IS . 

A( Uf> Iniiial mcctlnr,, tb.; Task Force deto.mlnod that it could not effectively 
oiK'iMto as a fu.1.1 body of 30 pcrr,ons examining, each and every vital element 
.■..lU-.u-iiirtB education. Tii.' Task Force, tberoforo, deterinined Uiat it should 
dividl. Itself into three s;'i.aratc conrii I tcos . Tliese comriittocs would concen- 
u-ai.o upon tnc dotails of I'docatJonal financo, the educational program, and 
tlu: oriAani-/.aUonal array tnost appropriate for delivering education in 

;ii llUi:;;ota. 

Mtkh of Uk- three co;mitlers was to elect a cliairman. These 
vii.. . ; i.ii'ii, nlong with the overall Taiik Force; chairman, becane the 
! rut i vc'. CojiiiMitLeo . Thus tiie Executive Coimittce was composed of Dr. Van 
M./r, Tafi]:. i(.r( e C.iiairi.iaa and rrofessor at tlie Uaiversily of Minnesota; 
It. i.h.yd i^Uel on, Cliiilrnan of Tinanco Coirmitteo and superintendent of schools 
; . ,, . ..:vi ! l.i-; Ih-. Kohi.;rL Hon ir,(;, Chairr.an of. the Progran Co;n'iilttec and school 
i,, . ! m.^i.'bvr fvor.i V.'cst St. Piul ; and Mr. Richard Brag^, Chairman of the 
dry, Ml i /..a ion Committee, and a repre.sontative of the Minnesota Association of 
(:ii;.:,ere(; and industry. 

The F.xecutive Cnn.iittee i:.eV periodically throughout the course of the study 

correlate iiilorniat ion beiug derived by the individual coiruni ttees , to 
establish the agenda lor discussion at the meetings of the Task Force, and 
t.> .ui^igu rcspotnu-bilities to the Department workJns group tliat aided the 
ia:.k Force, 

Fach of tlie co:mil tecs in the areas of finance, program and organization met 
iu iopendentiy to dit^r.UL^s specific concerns. pNeportagc fron these iv.ecti.ngs 



,,n*l r rrLiusu'uaal i JH.s fror. tlic romiUoos wore* aLso iircf,ontc?cl and frequently 
joi'ivvi I ho basis for Liu-, final Task r^vce rccoimciutat ious . 

Ihr TmA- VorL\^ J l.scH nc'L on a niouLhly basis usvially for a ono full day dura- 
lion. The U;o (^NccjpLioiv: to ihis were tlie Juno nceling whJcli occupied two 
fvill d.'O's nnd an ovcnin^ session and iN'ovcMlujr \;hen no naetln^ was held. Two 
separali^ lkh-i iii[;s were conducted in tlio nionlli of Dcccpibcr ar. the recomvienda- 
tlniL. uC tiiu Tafi'i' I'orce bogan to finalise. Tfuis in the interval of nine 
^oiiMiH the Taoic Toree vioX as a body at least nine tines, the individiial 
vH)riwJ t LCiv-^ ra-i uuMercuir- t prc:j, as vms nccetu.ary , and the Ex(\tLUtivo Cou^aittec 
; ;v L aj)|>njxi iiat r I y tv:iec- per inontli, 

Di:PARi:u:Nr ov i:dl;catio:: stafp a::d oTiii::; AGi:xcii.f> 

.i: ,-^ L<i j u. i t l.:t. ion of t iie Scikoi^l rinanr.c: TnrJ; Force, the C:':i:nsei'oiior of 
MuvMtiua « !;»j:ih] Lshed a v;orhlng co:i^JUtLee witliln the ))epar Li:.c:nt of Education, 
iiiir. ro:u.p.i t L'-e \;as to bo representative of all divisions v^ithin the Departr.ient 
' [\a was established to provide Lhc: expertise and basic lnfOiT):jtloti that would 

■■'ii.ired uy lIu- Tasl: l'ort:e . TIk: Tlanninj' Section of tlio Division of 
/l.nn\ii!:', .;n.j Deve lopvicut v.'as nssi 2i\ed res])onsiii ili ty for coordinating tlie 
i)ep iritiv: at coruniltee and foi' actually producing the final Tank Force report, 
T' 1. ^'voiii) :.'it several times as an independent conMitteo to clarify problei;i 

as they arose and to secure tac inf ornaticn required oJ" the Task Force. 
!s^. :).piirtinoiU coiiimittcc met with the I'inance Task Force a(. its monthly 
meetiit-b and individual incuihers of the committee net with the Task Force 
Jioniqiit tecfi as appropriate. The Chairman of the Departinent cop.)mlttce served as 
\x\ ad hoc uc;:iber of tae Task Force Mxecuiive Cor.unitteo . 



A'. Willi any iiu'ijor y,l\uiy oC tliir; kind the i nvolvenctit of oLiiO' agcnciofi and 
unttr; v;U.;ua St 'it.e Govt: J nr;.ent. wn^ vory critical. Consid<.Tab \o amounts of 
I Iff <M-- :t ic»!i V( ft: j;r.Li;ert'cI fr. the lJci\'\r trcnt of YaxatxoUi fwm the Hi^iMVC"- 
MciiC trf I'ublic ;;oifarf froin tlie iuiorini coiiinilteci; of ti\c Senate and tlic 
ikiuse <il* kopre.oeutai. i vei; In Llu: Stole Leyislnturc. Inforinailon was utilized 
J rom ihe Mocropolilnu CitiMcm^; ].cai^ua» fi"om ihe ?lotrapolit«'in Council^ and 
fir ta woi'c ut n J /'.c>d frora Llie UnivtM':iity of Minnoi^ota. U'^iilo a mcmbtir of the 
Suuc Plnnniij^; A;'.Gncy v;ay rt in"c•^^?ni'c^! on tiu- Tosk Force itsolf, several 
oLju'j' ;nci;3])cjrs k>C Cii'c nc'.oncy \.v.re in altondancci at our i:icotinp,« and contri- 
VyUti^ti by prestMilin^; infuriint i on as avallnblo ivj that particular office. 

'ii,t' hou?;-: and StnaLc IltUic^Ujon Coii'iu I U^cs of the Lcsislafiirc verc ^^onducting 
an in-ilt-pili 5>tutly of i.thool finance concurront witli Iho i>ludy being supported 
by 1 lic Stale Pv^'artircat of liichical ion. The report lo bn delivered by the 
i^.<Li(M'i^<!c c^'.^trnct ui" • the UrLan hvlituu:^ - was to be very slatistlr.ol 
: ;i jMturc uvu^ to hv descriptive in t^etall of state scliool finance. Several 

oi tho i)(';>«ir tiiunl of Hclucation who veto, workln^.', cn the finance study 
vAMv. :iii;.ul LaiK'(n:r>ly a^^:-; i s t J n^; \7i th the study being pevforriOd by the Urban 

\ I uto.» Tii(7 riiiaiK:c "iVirsiv Forco h'Kl> therefore, access to addiuiona] 
;;Lal ' r.t ical in foriria t i on upon whicli to base several of its, fintiiugs* 

t .Kisr the Vvitiui Inslituic study k.ks to bo very statistically nricntodi 
lilt'- i'Lviancc 'lash J orco determined th:U it voulxl not include a groat vealth 
of siatijW.ics in Its final report. Unfor tiuiately, the Urban Institute report 
\7<'1S SCCU' :uhat delayed and \;a'^ not presented to the Legislature until April 
of 1973^"or approximate]; 3 nouths after the Finance Task Force Keport was 
prestintud lo the St/ao Doard of Fducation. Nevertheless, the basic financial 
drjla iukIc available for llie preparation of the Urban Institute Report was 
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ai vaUto lo tlia Finance TaLii; Force. T[;us, ilui Finance Task Force Report 



ri'prosonlod a brond^-basod study Involviiifj parLicip.iltoii Trom many groups 
in the forn of mcrnborship on Iho comiilitoci and also Involving participation 
from a numluT of di f feiVMir agcncicfi and groups from throughout the stntc* 



li.VA:^. 1\ Jliyji^ll^llii^^ Jlf^l'l Jillli J^J^liS^^. j' J-'^ANCi: STUDY 

r<.M^.;iiif, (ir^v^i' i '^'Jl^i tni of the School Flnanco Task Torce, Llio first critical 
lArX i)Oi'.'i)iiC tho IdciiL if i cnt ion mid dcO lnoat ion of ii^sue.s and procedures to 
Ik* piirmiad. 

issur:s comkkowting tim: tasu forci: 

As proviou:;ly noted ia oslab 1 J ii^j; Lhe Finance Tar>!; Force, tlic State Board 
of Juucatiou levied only tv.'o major cliarrioa: 1) an assor;s»aent of the current 
rt.vvMiuc la J I ..n;J 2) r^'corjiendaL ions for change. The Task Force itself felt 
that i.;oi'c' cop.pr; hens i Vf- criteria \/ero required before any state school finance 
pLi!^ ioiild be [u'opcrly evaluated. After cun.siderable discussion, it adopted 
I he c:riteria as set forth by the l^ational Educational Finance. Project. These 
, 'irr: 1) ilie educational objectives, 2) the scope, content and quality of 

; L*--- i roj;ra;; to aceoi^^pllfjli tlie objectives, 3) the orgnninaticna L arrangcrjcnts 

^or j)rovidin^; public schoolinc, ^) the level of financing; that is required 
^ to pw^vlde t;uc i)ro[;ra:n deLiired, !>) Die extent to which educational opportunity 

vjihiit tiie state will bo equali/.cd, and 6) tlie de^jrce of pro^^ress Lvity and 
ji^r 1 1 : J vi ty of the tax structure used to finance the school. 

; iii establishing^ Ltie study f rai^':\/ork, ttie Tayk Force identified two funda- 

i vra^ il eriiciri 1 of state policy: 1) to equalize educational opportunity 

? lor .studev.ts, 2) to provide an equitable tax system for financing the public 

I sehf>oh>. In dealing with these [global criteria public policy issues center 

I about three general areas: 1) the scope, content and quality of the public 

I 

?Jational Educational 
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i l\lJ^S:yilS^llyS^ J'.VPXJ JJj^iJUi)^ ucatlon » 

O I'inanr.o IMoject, Vo luine '*J3^, IV/T, '^32. 
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7) ilu" c>n;'VaLj;aMonal anMui^L-ucnc for providltig public 

3 

sriuu.l in,;, .ukI ^) llic IvvcO and iiK'LUchI of financing public ycliools. These 
ij.fMU's were of j^roal conccvu Lu Uho Task Vovcv and became llie basis for 
Jividini; I'm^ lav^^.or tunly into Liio tnrc^o conuiilttccs . 

Thi' rrogvam Conbnittoc attonptcd to make some dolcirmtnalion o£ wliat consti- 
Lulos a truly qualliy educational progran. It reUed upon previous studies 

iia^l iH'cn jarronv-c] in Minnesota to Identify thu conpouGnts of a basic 
(luaiiiy iui.cational p>or,ram. A small iJampUi of districts v?as surveyed to 

i.^rrjiiiC" rJihllari tJor, and differentials in educational progvans. Finally, 
jt rt'vMc-./cd nitlvities of the Mnuu:.soia Educat)onal Aijsessinent Program and 
C'lUMUTid liwit pi'ijor effort v7ould be required before a true dcterninatlon 
can be innde of ihe utatus of education in this state. 

# 

'itu- Or.;.M;i/atiou Co.,nilLc'c \;as concernod \n ih tiiC number of school districts 
^ i.s l u^y oxi:a in liinr.ost ia, tlu; jjize of th^^.sc districts and their capability 

-.'.•^M'dc tiuly co:upr^-ra:usivv educational program. Tl^cy examined the 
\ for Ll^e f\i've]oi»r.wnt of sound school districts and the reasons for 

: en. L-ire.cr school districts. They exaMincd the numerous examples of 

: cuu.M iailve prn^;rams winch currently exist: amon^ school districtfi such 

' .'.re.Ks iiti currieulu;,! dove.lopir.ent> iuforiaation systems, audio-visual media, 

i rrli and development > individualized instruct Jon, special education, 

i and vo'.ationfU education. Tlie previously fornulatcd concept of a statewide 

$ ;:v^i^ ^l of intermediate units, the Minnesota iMuoationnl Service Area, v/as 

[ discussed in depth. 



erJc 



Al ternal i ve ri*e;;i\r .s_for_^ jji^ajunn^; Hducat ion « National Educational 
rin«i;u^; j'lojeet. VoIuhC 3, 1973, ])» 232. 
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Tjnaiii'o CoinMiticif v;.i:i (H^nciTJKd with finaucins public education and with 
lliv «nurro« from whicli Ihe ffnauccs accrue. They oxamined the varying types 
jf f Inane liiJ aid whicli currently exist , including the ba,^ic foundation aid 
l>vo^;rAi;i, catu;;orjcnl ro L;iibnvf?eiaeuti; such aB-tboso for special education, voca- 
tional C'duoavion, AVDC, i ram^portation and nunerous othfir smaller programs. 
Thc'.y wore concernf^d with the. expenditure levels among the various school 
JistriciH of the iUate and the sources of Jocal revenue which supplement the 
aval. 1 able .statu. a.lds. 

Will I t.lnc was a very cf^npcOlinf, frictor> each coi;\iuittoe and the Task Force 
a.s a \/ljule> oxnninv^d a we.Otb of material before arriving at any decisions 
ior 1 <'Oom:!yjnd;il j ons . It is only becaui>e the individual n^oinbers of the Task 
lorce vvi'c vei'y knowlcu^;cab 1 in the area of schools and scliool finance 
ltir.;c'ViM- , that i)c)'ini 1 1 i.^d this vast amount of natcrial to be digested in the 
ef avaijabl(^ L u::e » 

DATA COblJXTIOi; A!^D AiWLVSTS 

i iirciH'Jiout tiK: coiirr.e of the study, as ivany differert types of data as 

.>Si..il.' 1 0 \:ore rsadc availabJ e to the rinancc Tay!: yorce, In large measure 
inc.i<- aala wore c:ompiled from available Dt^parLment of i'.ducation sources, 
\vn(.ri' >;ut>h data did not exist literature surveys v;Gre made and in one in- 

a fjuustiunnaire \K\r, distr ibuted throur^hout the state. The following 
suctions v.'il.l de^^cribe sotre of the; data types and sources made available 
t.o each ot the three cornmittecs of the Task Foree. 

' Education Pro^;ra n and Services Co mmittee 

The Prof;ram Cunrnittec of (he Task Force determined that it would react to 



Uu- ;a'Oi;L-ar:i cri Lor i.\ of ilit: K.itional llducntion Klnanco Project. The five 
orili'ria lnf]ucl(!' : i) provide iot:nl systeins a level of svipport for an educa*- 
I tuna] pru;:r.i.a ^icK.j-.onccratc: v;itli tiw relative finaticlnl avallnbiU ty of the 
(;vau*, 2) iuciuki j>rovisloiis for innovation ai^d improvement In instructional 
i^u^i^rams, 3) Jncludc provisions for t:lio identification and evaluation of 
diUM'nallve machods of nccomplislring objectives, 4) provide a system for 
local districts to d<iVu]op prof;rc)in and fin.uicial data v;hich permit accounta- 
biliiy to tlic public, b) siibstnnt JaJ ly equalise educational opportunity througVi- 
oaL (Iio State, 

In Ji:finin^', quality education, tho rro(;ram CoiiUuLltee acceedcd that a quality 
I due at 1 oucil prograni doon not mean tlie snmc thing to all persons. A truly 
q l iJ ity cdac(itioaal ])ro^',ram must therefore be one wliich is capable of res- 
pujioini; to the IridividuaJ de^,ire and needs. In attempting to be more explicit 

^lior.iiiun caiii-iitc'.' roJiod u])0!i tlu'C^ n: ;jor t'.l,udic'? produced by tlie 
■ !iur.. iiot a Dopir uiicn t of hducation, Jul neat inn 10(>7 y Cr i tor i a Kecommendnt ions , 
''^ 'Vl 'i!L^i-Ji ^'Y ^V^^d Sccondai'y Sclioo l J^^ryl^c c;. and needs by^ 

To coi^fiju} ro:.ults of- liiesu studios^ the Task Force initiated a brief 
^ fi'v* y »>r a i^mal] sample of Minnesota sichool districts. This survey tended 
to -orL ti)e earlic-r ritudics and .si^-j^oslcd that, indeed, a great disparity 
<loLi. vxist in c dviccitiuaal programs among scliool diotricts. 

rccogni/Lng certain inadequacies, thci Program Committee adopted the 
criioj l(»u statemonts for elementary education and tlic criterion statements 
for .M^'condary education in the State of Minnesota as explicated in Kducation 
iOu/. 



TiK' iAluc.it ion k^nT^ iit un: oMijr(\';:i<! J support for a true Mlnaosotn KducaLloual 
As.s^^^'^>n^•llt progra;n« In ciulorsing such an activity tlio prG^^cribccl objectives 
oi iiu; «Ksr>ossincnL progiMin iiliould be 1) to determine the level of performance 
of ^.ludonLf5 in this ?;tnto in tliu cop.nltivc, affective > and psychomotor domains; . 
>) to tdcMitlfy llie voriribJes v/hicli nccount for the variations in student perfor- 
mance; 3) to report the rcruilts of tliis investigation to educational decision- 
M ikoi ^3 in tl\o I'lKCcutivG and ho{.'.lr.lat ivo branches of state government, the 
.SLau- board of KilucriUon, the ])oparLr;u?nL of IilcUication, local school administra- 
tors, local scho.^l bo;ira,^ and inturesLcd clti^cm^ of the State providing a guide 
I'oj' [ iio alloc Tit ion of school rcriources; and A) to longitudinally report the 
exUiit to \/hLcl) pro^;rcjLi is I'CMhj* iniuU^ in Minnesota schools toward improving 
i^Luueiii. pui'funaance v;ithin Liu.- State of Minnesota, 

Tlu. I'ro^^jaui Co/iiriittco also expn-i^.sod considerable concern over the absence of 
[ a ro, ^ I t i. . J v^* :itnt cvatlo i^o. of ^^oalt; and ol>joctivGs, Tlie Comiriittce strongly 

v>ti;L ] [hai ihr Doprirlmcnr. of i^ducation establish such a set for the Department 

■ill 1 I hat locaJ schooi dii>Lrir.ts also he concerned for the development of a 
' c liv'n .i ve ^^ystom of goals and obje ctives against which an assessment may be 

i j-.r-oiiuci. This convnjttee also cxauuned efforts at innovative and exemplary 

[yro[\i ms in ticht^ol districts througliout the state and made a strong' recommenda- 
l t ion ilKit thesv^ efforts Ije continued and expandofK Tlie special needs of handi- 

'■■ t a.jj^ V vl eliiJclj'on and cliiltlriMi in need of vocational education training vere also 

I Hl.uaii J in JepLh and were reconunendcd for extension and expansion, 

i: 

I ^ a L i o n Co mm j 1 1 e e 

^: 
'?. 

f ihe Organi;^at ion Committee recognised that tlie State of Minnesota has been 

^J^(^ actively cnga^;ed in nior^^anixing school districts for a number of years. W^ile 



Ui^iiji); tii.il .tain has i)roi;n\J!i»;d fr(;:iiwcll ovor 7>000 t^chool districts i\) 

Vihi Ui a t:urrrni clb;'ricts, tlu' conmlttee challenged the capability of 

iMcn of ilie t xi^tin^; la iioi)] districts to provide a truly comprehensive educa- 
tloii il in'ogrniii. The commUtcc obsoi^vod that no uniform reconiincndations for 
school s.l'/e are found Jn lh<i literature, hut that generally school districts 
are rocuiiutiended to have a rninlDum of 2>000 students with a nore optimum figure 
oi JO, 000 iritudc'ni s » They alyo noted that a 1967 study in Minnesota recommended 
a crLtc-rion of 10,000 students for a school district with an absolute miniidura 
of I , ')00 studuatf; ill the inoro spar.soly populated areas of the state* A 1968 
study by the hoard of l.'ducailuii suggested school enrollment of 3,000 i?tudeuts 
ueceru^ary to provide a comprcheurjlvL' educational proj^ram. The Committee also 
liolcd that the current rnn{;e in school size is from approximately 160 students 
sradus K-,L2 to well over 60,000 students grades K-12 with an approximate state 
• i3ic{lian of about 650 s Indents, 

: S^K i ia] prerfcnlations v/ere made to the Organization Comriittce by representatives 

oi special education wlio dof;cribed Uie state system of special education coopera- 
tives. Special note was taken oi the fact Lliat many school districts are working 
i.o^.iaher to cooperatively provide those programs for handicapped children which 
thoy could not provide individually. Similarly, presentations were made by 
r/.:prt\':iejitv'iL Jvos of vocational education wliicli displayed cooperative efforts 
,.n('r:jj school districts in providing for tlui vocational educational needs of 
si Hi! '!n Is, 

^ A 1970 study jn^.rf ormed for the Department of Education entitled An Assessment 

' i^L ^^^^d Needs by Mi nnes ota Planning Kc^^ions 

Q was examined by the Ceiiiiiitlcc . This document indicated that there was an in- 

ERIC 

™"a" cre..:K:d need for cooperative effort among school districts in many different 



])rt>posal ior I'ja nbl Islimcnl nf a syt^tcru of Jnlcnaridiare unilii which would en*- 
Kom|uu;s all areas of thii State. Deparl:iii(jnLal data were made nvailablc concerning 
i'h.o. aumber of i^clujol districts, thr. property valuation^ per capita Income^ the 
nuniUcr of student :i, and llic types of tiorviccs tliat niip,bt be required in each 
of these int.anncidiati^ unit areas. On tlic; basis of Its discussion, the comnittee 
dcrined an inlonicdiate unit, dotormincd Wio purposes of tliese units, calculated 
lUc noud for the; units » and dolJneatod tlie principles Jnvo.lved in their forma- 
tiorj. KKtcni>ive socio and economic data niadc available by the State Planning 
Aiu acy v?ere c xaiuined diirin;^, the course of tliis deliberation. 

Finance Coi'^'3i^J:,Loc 

i. iin." Inisic pro:nific for odtablisliing tlic Finance Task Force >;as concern for the 

0. i J i i cat lal in expt^'idi tare and potent ial for revcnu(3 receipts among the State's 
scho^u JiMi icts. As noted in Table 1, a range of $280 to $1 ,072 in maintenance 

1. ^; .1 : i 1 in' existed arion^^, scliool districts in tlie 1970-71 school year. In 
(hji ann^ year, the ad)iu'ted assif?s:^cd property valuation ranged from $26 to 

2 per pupil unit and j^ersonal incoi/j ran^ud from $CA9 to $24,711 per 
pupiJ unit. 

Tti ' i iiiance CuijiLttiMi considered tlic.Mi data in arriving at conclusions and 

1 . . ; u,j:jidat J on;^. Ilov;ever, nany other factors were also discuissed and considered. 

5 Costs for categorical programs such as special education and vocational educa- 

\ 

I lion \;ere reviewed. State responsibility for capital outlay and debt redemption 

I 

I was considered* Special funding for low incoiae areas and central cities incited 

f ^ exloni>lve debate. Transportation, property Insurance, adult and community edu- 

ERIC 

catlor., and tax delinquencies were all extensively discussed as school finance 
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li.KUniUU'dly Lhe Inr^^oiU bwlk of ractiml tinta waK na^^ic avoUahlc to tlic Finauco 
CoiniilUte. 'ilic Di piirtnirnl oC iMlucal. Ion proiUices an amuial report whicli delineates 
* K[u i\liturc- fai'tors for c»ar)i srhuol dist r ict in tlio Sl:at:o» In addition, reports 
arc- available wliicli describe tl^e vela live vooith of the school district in terms 
of proiUuHy vaJuatxona. Anotlior roport comoarop the relative tax effort" 
iK'i.p.i' exerliul by each schoo] district* Data on pupil population,, total popti- . 
Laljon, oxpojuij lures For tn'i^ntcaumr e, caiutc-^l outlviy, debt redemption, rela- 
live va.iuaticn i>chincl each. |)upll unit, and state aids being mode t^vailable to 
oacli school district v:trc noted and made available to the Finance Committee, 
/idditional inj orit):ilion was made avnil/iblo by ti)e }>i:reau of VitiX Statistics 
and tlie D(*par ti.cnt of Taxation. Representative:^ of the Legislature were most 
lu'l]>ful in providing; a'^Utional iLiudii of financial material concerning persona] 
iM'.o.in by t:riiool district as it relates to the comparative property wealth. 
Tiiu^j ihe j'j nance Conii.iilee liad a broad and rather coi^iplctc array of staticticai 
data Li) con to.'i;) latt: In d i tH'ci:.:: i ng finance in cixxci ar.ong the school districts. 



Ja.si. i'orccj special f.^n ccy-. and studiei: v;ere conducted. Department of Educa-- 
Man .staff, i:)or;f: notably Dr. Leo Hcrnat and Dr. Jerome Web,':ter, \7cre parti- 



SFIXIAL SUKVLV[] /J.'D STUDIKS 



^ ns L i t Ion 0 f the l)c 



lar tnicacal vorkinr, coiMitittee or upon request of tlie 




lour of these special 



i>r'\jt.'ci >^ <irc- reported below. 



i?iLO'9>L-Pi jj5^^aj_A^;hoel Districts 




a result of tiie ]97J session of the Minnesota State Legislature, the state 
>a!:cj.:ril ly ro[;iilates the finar^ces available to school districts. Starting 
■fiili each school distrfct's own 1970-71 spending on its pupil units, the 



fil.'iu- iw';iVl<U(i Jovicti and nU\ii r.o that a moderate Incrcayu in finances was 
avallalh lo cacli Uifilrict to cover Increased costs* Uonce»djstrlcts which 
opc-ratca on a Uftiu. Liu1i;ca were locked into li^^ht b\ulj;ots whJlc llio»o which 
hod bOMo biidi^.'iary flexibility v/cre oblci to cMorclso d;srrotlon In use of 
iUv iHulesily increased finances, 

'Jo better ascertain the status o£ sclioo] district finance, a questionnaire 
aud a series of workdliuoLs veto sent to each school district in the Spring 
of 1972. At i\),it time, much of the tax laws impact was unknown and, there-- 
for^s rct*:uJted in some decree of speculation by school district officials- 
I'civonlioicsi:;, tlie rc^turucd data \n\v-> inf oriiiational and aided in calculating 
j^i:hv)ol diiitrJct stni:us. 

on iiuostionr.:Tire Included; 
U 1)0 vou oxpi'cl (ho 1972-73 public school L'aroll^ncnt In your ^school district 

to incroaso_ decrcat;a or renjain tl\o .same as tlio 1971-72 school 

enrol Inerit ? 

?, V?ilJ any currently avalL^blo school or comr.unlty services or programs in 
your i'cbool district be curtailed during the 1972-73 school year? 

3. K^ere any new services or prograiiis anticipated for your school during the 
19/2-73 school year in addition to providing for the trainable mentally 
rc I ardcd? 

^i. \7hat the impact of tlie levy limitation provision upon your school 

district? Decrease or increase of mills or percent in the 1971 

(payable in 1972) school property tax levy. 

!). Js state foundation aid as allotted under the nev; tax bill more than 
adequate , adequate , or inadequate wlien combined with local and 




otlier resoiirces to support education in your scliool district? 



i), \l\u\i fipicJiMc ,1. K'lulir.rnt I. lo CiiaiHcT 11 {W A\ would you roconiniend 

he inadt^ t)y the 1973 Lc['. Is 1 ture? Cite orticlo and section numbGrs whoro 
prnpor;c'(l aruirjJtiionts would be raaclo. 

I^esulls of llui svivvcy wo.rc iuclutlcd In iho final Tasl; Force report and will 
not be vci^l.lcatod here. Iiowovor, several generalized conclusions wore: 

1. Response to the questionnaire was excclJent. 

2. Tin I'c out tif four scliuol d i j:t.)- i f:is in Minnesota expec t enrollments to 
rei.iain the sarK- or decrea.se in 1972-73. 

3* More tJchool diHlrieis In Minnesota plan to add nev; pro<f;rarJs and services 
In 1971V-73 than to curtail tiiem in addition to providlnfi for the trainable 
iiKjntally retard^'d. 

Based on Development ile^;ion medians, the typical school district in 
Minnesola reduced its tax levy for 1972 by /»6.0 niil].^ or 23.3 percent. 
' , Tiine out of five rc1ie.*>l dL^lrictc in the state exprensed the opir.ion 
J that present foi nidation aid v;as Lnadequato. 

\ 

\ .?.^/Jj^£L^iL l^^dica Inrs _ej;_K_du c^jlt^i^^J lal Pro;; rati /^^uali ty 

i' 

; i: p.^ upon earlier studies, the Praj'.rarn Ceinniittee liad some perceptions con- 

f ■ ■ 

i 

\ crrning the variation in educational programs auong Minnesota school dis*- 

i 

\ iriL'ts. The qucistlon of wliether there is a corre].ation between educational 

\ 

I ou.ility and school expenditures lias been and continues to be of considerable 

fi 

I itiCerL'ut to educators, legislators, and otlier concerned citiricns. While re- 

t 

\ ^cij^ni^ing tliat there is no simplistic resolution of this question, it was 

decided to compJle data on a very limited number of indicators of school 

i 

quality for ten Minnesota school districts which range from a low of $506 
^' ^ sp^^nt pur pupil unit in 1970-71 to a high of $1^072. This representation of 

FRIC 

■ oiiw^^ ten scliool districts also included a range of enrollment sizes as well as 



-25" 

Jocalioiir, wlricli inclutU-d iho iirbar. ^arca, sul)urban cUstricts> and various 
rcyions of ihe .^tato, 

Tlu*^ Jnit.lal premise* vns to Invastifiaic In an ndmiltodly hasty fashion the 
.^Aient to wlilcli tlirce typos of Indicators seemed to be assoclnted with cx- 
icnditurcs: (1) teacher experience and degroe levelsl (2) certificated 
^f;iff /{uipil ratios; and (3) number of secondary (7-12) courses. The availa- 
MHty of reliable d;ita on tlie flr.sl of tlicse indicators proved to be the 
most i^roblcntaLic , The inf ornat ion was available, but in an untabulated 
fcirm» liocaujiu of this, data on teacher experience and degree levels were 
complied for only c\;o RraalJ districts and one district located in a medium 
i r/.i' city reprnnont in^j, the lo\;, middle, and top of tlic expenditure range, 
'fiilf". tnbulation also showed the percentage of teachers reported In Minnesota 
foi.ool Ikiardi: Aoisociation fif;ures to be earning at the maximum level on the 
:,,]ur/ fjciicd,-lc ft.r the full n:K:;plc of ten districts. Tbese data were in- 
t.li.d^tt both bc^cavu'C of tUolr i^asy availability and the seeming, likelihood 
that they'nii;jht ct^inpLf<;u at lc;.st crude indicator of teacher quality be- 
t\^'t■J) d I j.tr 1 ctii* 

Tii(i second of th.:^ three indicators, certificated staff /pupil ratios, was 
ca.sMy available fron the Minnesota Scliool Doards Association information 
for Ihe 1970'"71 school year. These data represented both the ratio of 
tnacw^'.rr; to students and the ratio of total certificated staff to pupils 
for all but one of tlie ten districts. Additional information included an 
,ij*i I hiiietic average of tl'eso ratio::? for the state, the three districts with 
the higiiest expei^diturcs, the four located in the middle of the range, and 
tlie tliroe witli the lov^OvSt expenditures. 

Data concernJng the number of secondary (grades 7-12) courses in the school 



l>rt>[;r.ira wi re- i c/ii]} i ] rd b^ih ihroiigl* luind labuliitions and by pliorie requests 
to ihv lui'i^arl diiitrlcLs. Gcaorally, if. would appear that these are the 
iiioh.1 orror-Jadou Oala Included In tha iitudy because the total figure for 
oacli (UstricL iiad lo bo hand labiiJnlcd from neparr.tc shoots for each teacheri 
x/hich jnv^)lvc.d lha po.s^ibriJLy that i^octlons of the same courftc might be 
LahiiJaled ar, :jcparalo cour^'.Oi^. At bosl, there was hope lhat the error was 
i^adonily dislrlbuLed ainon;; t.hobO di^jtrlcL^; ciiid, therefore, that the re-* 
JatiM^shipb botwcon diL>lrictti v;ar. represented with reasonable accuracy, 

iiucause of tile data i;atlicring tCidiniquos eir.ployed and the admittedly non- 
valid .ital: i St i cal .sampling of fsclicol districts^ results ot this study were 
ui>i rt-producod in tlu: final study rcpcu't, However, {iencralix.ed results of 
tlu' 5>i:udy include: 

1. I It v;onld nppear that there is not a systor.atic relationship between 

cxporioncu and trainiiif; as an indicator of toanhc)-, and presumably 
t'dticat Inual , quality witli di^jtrict per pupil exjienditurcs . Data in the 
study indicate tliat whether or not a district eniploys persons trained 
above th(j four -yoar level appears to be rtore related to its enroll^nent: 
^iizti than to its expenditure level. Dependent upon how significant 
t:iie percenta^;e points on this t:,'pe of measure are, it might be concluded 
I hat districts in the lowest ran[;o of expenditures liave more difficulty 
in retaining teachers, and therc^fore lo\;er quality of education, than 
diutrict.s hi tlie luiddle and top ranges of the scale. 

2. Tiie second factor, pupil/staff ratios^ provides the most consistent 
relation.ship with district expenditure levels. The ratio of teachers 

to students avera^*cd for the tiirce highest spending districts is 1/17.4- 
This increaseti to 1/21.0 for tlie four districts spending in the cdddle 
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o£ {\w raiiyo and, furMior, to a 1/22.9 for Lho tliree lowcja spending 
dlfiirJc'Ln. \'lUvA\ other i iv^truct loiinl porjionncil nnd ndnlniwtrniors are 
Includt'd ill Lhi' nvorajylng, this patLorn yccnis to contlnuG, but with a 
soinov;liat reduced difforcnco bciLwccjn Llio bottom and middle spending dis- 
tricts and a soiu'V/lhit enlarged difference between the average for the 
toi^ spending gi-ou]) and the middle grouj). In sliort, there appears to 
b.-^ Konie consistency In tiic relationslilp between level of spending and 
reduced Lo«iclior and s taf f -"pui)! 1 ratios. 

3, it appealer! obvioiu; froii>> tiie study Lliat couryc offerings had a direct 
relationship to enrollment and little or no rclationvship to expenditure 
level. 

hy roncluKion of Liic \'\y uieoLiu^; of lau Task Korcc!, .lany o[ tlic major issues 
: to lu' c.cai^iderod !i:\d been ido^Uified. Willi authoriiuition and approval of 

Oii' ]:xocutJv(: CoiUf.Utuc, Departner.t of Education staff prepared a survey 

I c^u.-.t lon.ia i rt^ for acliivi n i si ra t ion to Toii). Force nieiubovs. This questionnaire 

I 

V v^:^'' iiMilcd i ii early June for return l>y mid-June. Ultinately, results of 

• V thu .suivey formed the i)asis for a two-day tnccting of the Task Force. 

\ 

V 

I <^ )^ survey f]u.>?itionn,iire c\)ntaJned 50 queptioiu; each dealing with a specific 

1^ Jsf.iu , The survey v;a:^ divided into two parts (1) AO questions dealing with 

g th.> ultitiiate or lon^;-rauge program and (2) 10 questions dealing with an 

f ititeri;ii or short-range response to tiie school finance program. Questions 

V eoncerjicd specific details of a proposed foundation aid program, overburden 
\ '^id, teacher i^alaries, need and effort as bases for aid payment to school 

O dusirici.s, scliool district organi^aticni and cooperation, property taxes, 
s]>ecial aids, etc. 

h 



Ucsiiiij, o\ tiut suivr/ wdo ('(UMpLlod and rot'unU'tl to the T.isk Force. At the 

.imn uc't. t I 111;, <Mch ^jDOsiion w^^ii difiCUbscd in detail and members v/ere rc- 

poJUul. As ci rt.KulL of lliis process;, the issues bccnno nora clear in the 

luiiKh. of Task Furct: mombca.^i and direcLion was given to the dr-riftlng of 

t 

] ^ i (>iur;endat i on.s . 

UUIiiaLcly, 1 1) is quest ionua Ire forinod tlic basis for the sample legislation 
drafted by l)ti)wu*L:ncnl ::t:afr. Final .study rec()rriraondal I ons wore ali^o formu- 
lated Llirou^;h thiy pi'ocrss. 

ForriHU a t ^ i on Fducalioua l r inance .i*^^lp^3X9l2 

in t'orjjiulat Jnii an cducationiil financing program for the State of Minnesota, 

tcvural alternative approaclies could be usca , Pcrliapii mor.t desirably, the 

T u 1. FoiT.c would start I ron basic i^rlnciplc^; and an array of facts ani would 

K I... I ;*u..-.t aw ii; ^yro[:i: i\\v f j uuuf: i.D^', 1 v^^;J Ir.tivL' paLka^^a. Il(/weve7: , tiif\a constraints 

LiiU not appear sufficjcntly fJexlblo <;o as to permit thin approacli. As a 

[.k:'-k'1<\ alternative, a question-and-ause^cr approach cou3d have been developed 

'...iieu ^;ould iJoriiUt teichniciaas of tlie DeparLinent of Education to formulate 

a J ii.anc iii^; plan, adjustable to the current lav;, eiubriicing the Task Force's 

pOi j t i on. • 

■\ \'-Avi\ alternative i/onUl liave Departineat of FcUication staff prepare a pro- 
pu- il for the Task l orce \;liich could be disasi^embled , nodificd, and rccons- 
ivjiclcd. This alternative was pursued and Department staff did prepare a 
samplci educatioii ^'iaauce pro^^ran \;Iiich v/as presented to the Task Force* This 
jioiiition i^apcr containc-'d foar najor sections: 

^» Cieneral po lici es. Included was discussion c»f equality of educational 

opportunily> breadth of educational pro£;ram, school organi^ation required 



l(j (Kvl Lvcr tlio pvo^r^irr., cducationnl cost nllowances, ond the general 
f ! nance formul;ii 

?. J (Mindalion aid IVniniAi^ Included wa5 delineation of the cnnjor factord 
to ha consldevod in providing state funds for maintenance as well 
special cAtejjorical costs. 

3. l.ocji]^ Uix leylc^. Included was description of tlie impact of tax levies 
and laxJns ] inii tal iontj upon tlic^ school districts capability to support 
the educ^^tional -pro^^ram. 

Cost c^nsidcralMx)nj_» Included brief rc>f(?rence to the total costs asso- 
ciates! wit.li various co^uponcntt; of education. 

'(,L;i i)apcT hrouglit to tlie fore many of the is.sue.^; v;hich confronted the Task 
Vurcr in ily* .'iLudy. Many of the<^e issues had been identified Jn the Task 

questionnaire and ultimately hecanc part of the flnaJ study reconxmenda- 

Stud i L- v: by /i'^^'^ j^o;^^- I'-^^li^'i 

Gosurally the data utili:^,cd by the three: committees v/ere compiled and collated 
Ly iu'ji.ihcrs of the Department of Education. In a few instances, however, 
i- .i vidua 1 ii.embcvs of the committee gathered naterial that v/as available to 
t\ii'iA through their various offices, in nearly all cases, Multiple copies 
'.vi-re made for broad distribution throughout the Task Force. In general, the 
problem faced by the Task Force was not one of too little material, but one 
of loo iiuich naterial having to be digested in too short a period of time. 

It is of some general interest to note several areas in which members of the 
Task Force took it upon themselves to perform individual data analyses. For 



i^xriijplo, Iv/o Task Force r.u'iabt^rs wore pcirticularly concovncd about the capital 
oull.iy provjsion^^ conlniuod li\ ihti c»xlstin>j state old fonnulns, They proparcid 
for dlsjicml nation to tho Task f'orco an analyi^is of the Impact of the capital 
ontt.'iy pruvfjjioas u^^on several 5jc]octed scliool districts li) Minnesota. Like- 
wise lh(^ mallvr of special aids for inner cities waa of particular concern to 
liclootod Viiei^bcn'ti of the Task Force ► These persons made extensive analyses of 
i.'h • effect and impact of the AFDC funds which were directed primarily to the 
i\iiuu city sciiools. As v/iJI be noted, the 1973 Icpjislature nade a major 
cU.iiit;e i)) Cnv diiUrihulion of A1'J)C aldf;. In part this change tr^ight be attri- 
bvited to acrJons of these members of r.hc* Finance Task Force. 

At leost one. motuber of the Finance Task Force was particularly inLcrestcd in 
Ihe power ccinall Kiii^; coaco]>L, A^ such, he made an extensive analysis and 
rt'pctrt: £oi inc Tincxncv. CoiKirittee and llic Task Force. Vaiilc this concept was 
I. ij;clu-J;.d in tlie final vopovt endc^-scd by the* Finance Task J*orce, it doen 
rv'ijrosent an iusLance of individual effort on the part of Task Force members. 

f tl. r areas of individual fTitcies't to Task Force uembers which v;ere given aa 
<> c].ar{',c foi' special study by tbe Department CoTiimittoo included transporta- 
I ioii cosifM school lunch costs, special cducatiovt teiir.burseiv.onts , vocational 
rJu: at i,o)i reiiabur^iemeiits , and insurance pro^^rams for the public schools of 
•i- State . Kach of these topics ultimntcly became the subject of recomincnda- 
lions in the final Taslc Force report. 

DATA CATALOG 

A'l the volune of material prepared and distributed to the Finance Task Force 
^rev/, the need tor a data catalog bocan:c increasingly evident. In response 
to this need » tv;o catalop.s were prepared. The first was delivered to the 
T'i:;k Jorce :\l its June meeting. This catalog Identified all of the documents 
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v.'hich hiul bfon d i s I r i l)utod to uliat dnLe. V.ach itom was lisLed by name with 
reference' t.o tlic commit ico with wlilcli it .might most closely associate, 
i^o i'urtl\in' elaboration was niufio upon thri i>e'ipciv In tills catalog but acfditlonal 
tfiuci; of any Ltojn Vii.s made available to TnsU Force MGLibers upon request. 

Thu jiocond laialog was prJnprlly a dolinoation of available financial data 
that. ]iad been a.ssonib.lcd for use by Jiul{',a Miles Lord (the Federal Circuit 
Com 1 jiKl;\e ho.:rJn[^; tlio /jtnnrsola .^jchool finance case;:) and for the Urban 
inblitulo. This catalog idcutified J5 worl:,sUocts wliich had been prepared by 
Dcpar Lirient staff, Tlio typi: of data contained on each \;orkshcct was Identl- 
iiL'd ami coiuiri^ints \/vyv recorded to aid in interpretation. Each of the 15 
^7oi 1 :!no^:t s contained data for each of tlie llicn ^^38 school districts as wclJ 
as statewide totals. Topics on tlie worl^fjhecit.s were: 

1. ] nrol li.i/iUr; for Ivlndcrgarten, elementary, secondary, and iscl^ocl district 
t oi al , 

2. ]'u;u'l units in avera;^e daily at tendance. 
iNesiJeni pupil units in avcrap.e daily menibcrship. 

'\, Adjn'jtf'd as.-.cssed (equaliiied) valuation of property. 

Adjusled luainlouanoc costs per pupil unit, etat.c foundation aid earned, 
:ind total expend Lt\ircs per pupil \n\it. • 

b. Special cato^^or leal aids received (exeiikpt property, homesUead, agri- 
cultural, handicapped, vocational, transj)ortatlon, f^chool lunch, etc. ) , 

7. Spc:cial aidfi continued (continuing education, suinmer school, shared 
time, ejnergency, mobile home, etc.) 

8, vSpccial aidii continued (post-secondnry , research, additional founda- 
tion, gross earnings, tax oxeinpt, gross earnings, taconlte, declining 
vaJ nation, etc. ) . 



9. Audi tor's asscijscd valuation of property nnd the ratio of assessed 

valuation to adjur>U:ii (t'quali^cd) va].uation» 
10. Total tax levies; in mills (botli on auditor 's assessed and adjusted 
assessed) . 

iJ. l':stiinatod foundation aid earned and aid per pupil in AUM, 

12. I'xpc rKli turt\s for adialnlstralion , instructional salaries by categories, 
and uon-^publlc scliool emplovinent. 

13. llxpund i Lures Cor vocational salariof;, total i nsuruction, lioa] th and 

al te ndance ^iorviccs, transportation, plant operation, plant naintonance, 

and ciPipl oycc* retirciacnt . 
|/u i:xpiNuU,Luros for otlmr fixed cliarp,os, total current expense, summer scliool, 

ar*d adult I'ducalion. 
i,.*. Expenditures for adult education, conununity services, capital outlay, 

debt . srrvioes, teacher retirement, and soc:ial security, 

.uu .ill of ihiL';e data were copiud and distributed to eacb member of the Task 
i rnt ^ . However, workslieet number 5 v/as ^;enarally distributed and the chair- 
i:..k did receive one complete copy of all data. Additional copies v;ore avail- 
;1 ic: In:' uye by Ta:^k Force nembcrs upon request* 

RHPOKTAGi: OF TilK SCHOOL riN/d<CIi; STUDY 

/. . {)Ti{' provision iw estalilisiiment of the School I'inance Task Force, periodic 
prc),'.r^\s5:; ropoi. t^ and a final study report vjere required. Members of the 
■|t4:*»-. Force v/cre reciaosted to participate to the extent practical and possible 
in tills reportage. 

Progress Ue ports 

Spci lal proi^,ress reports were given to the State Board ot Education in 



July, oliiMj 'iovrnilnn*, .nuJ lX'tc:!ihc;r of J^/?., A iinal Gt.udy ro))oi'l wa.s 
(lelivrrctl in w.^nu.-^ry .1.97'3 And JJ.,s<ju;;juu1 witli Lho Slnlo IkwirJ* Also Jn 
.l.iiMiM'y, llu' rc'juirt wnt; pi-esc'iiCo<l lo l lu> ccluontloii comMl tltOR of In^th the 
liovcii' and Son-itc of tlu: Minncsot.i SLatc ],cf;ir:latiirc. 

In .ii-ly, llio Tafjk Force chairj.iui ri>circ'd pvoi^j'csr^ to that tUntc and dclinoatccl 
tliv* i-:a,lor isj^iu^^; linticr coiuw ciera t i oa . Jn n {special riCMorardupi, 12 probloni 
ill O.K. \a rc rv'^"ounl(;(J Tilong wii\\ l\\v ^^ju'clal co)ic'.onu. of the Tas)' Forco. 
\'hilf vol i'iico]'.:x*ndi\l [ony>y llu:sa idonlll Lcd concorns v:cre stated tn a posi- 
M '/ : liann*. r 5nu:h aci low cu)iilcl liavc Ijocd t aiUMi hy t.hc State ISoarcl if It 

iy u : t.v^ij^:!'^ Task ]\>n:c! liacl pirpan:;:! i\ s^rlrs of pie] ih: i i^ary rocomr.onrla-^ 

i: laii I Vl'I in rou^'.li forri and In-.-kln^;, in y^i'-jat tipcoi f i ty , tnc:;.'.^ 

li , •■ '.-..1 i lii't rof I ivr t.llon:^;h^^i of tlit' thr»:G co:':m L t to.o;; , lotir vcconLV.oa- 
cl.il io;^^ v-'i^re ;ML:.unleLl in iho area of eclucaL i.L)aal ^^ror^rr; ; , lour in iUo. ana 
^•■^ .iu»! ol\'..;m / 1 L i on^ and nine in Ihe area of t-e.iiool jMniUicc . Thesv; re- 

. Muif Inn:, \ i:o:/ 'cnlc'ci upon hy '/:iO St/ite iiiuird l-]dn\'nticm a:u? 
:i' ' -iM a .^; ,'.^i"L:l i:;unary rcpOT'ta[.;r , 

i a ' . 1 I ,1m. r , Ivelvc a;ld i t i (jual ])reliiuaary rcconVinendali c»ni^ In the arcva of 
«;r)h^(^ I fiiKiace were dibcuss^^d wi t!i tlu- fltatL- hoard of i:din:ation, The Taul: 
r.'iu - cij'.rii^d to include in the final re])ort a brief ]'ationale and a deter-- 
min^aiun of co.st for full irypleTweatal ion of oacb reco; iiviondatlon . 

At llu Uerei^hi^L* 3trite Board px'etin^;^ the Ta^l; Forc^i cliairnan ]M*e:>enti''d a 
rt lined ver;iiou of lue Task Forces recoiru^iendat i ons . No cost inplications 
V'-ii.'. attaehcd but tiie 27 pres(n^i:ed roeoiiLTiendnt ions \Jore in near firml fonn, 
■\J ik..'\." in[:, coiaiiii utary by rioi'djCi's of the f)talo Board, the;5e. rc4;o;u .cndat :> ons 
v;f r e tn1;<n ])ack fov final action "hy the Ta^il; ]oi'c:e. 



Vi»roii.:',iinitt oi (.lit' sfrd,, iK',ia r tinoil I; of IklucatJoii nialf wrc ros-^ponsiblo 

lor f^nili'M'in;' .'iiul :u;s(»ssin', <lnla Miid feu* (1ra£l.iti;» prcl invinnry study content, 
'si priA.>]i'i- ijrt.'.is Idi'iitifiid nm rnll.vo inatcrinl was prodiuxMl to reflect 

ri^.-ific conriu'iv; . Rcm; i iin i u^- in Ari;;usL, prellnn' nary drnfls of potential 
, r.iioii^; of llio utiidy repcu t ^'rrc I rans;iil ll L-d to tiic Tasl: I'orce for rcviow. 
Ihrsii sk!c.Lfoi;r> v.vro .scrul ini ;diHi for applicability to the cvo-lvin,"^ r<^r.ornnon- 
aii<l vorii caiitcd i^s ntu:t^r,i..ii y , 

Hy tluj fir.sl ni^('.( n/octr nci'linj; of tlu! Tasli Torcc, all f:cct:ions of b.^ckr^'ound 
n.iMMli'/p raid nc^all fkrr oaoh rt coriL't^rtd;;!' j iiad been jjrop.-ircd, 'fhci Task 
l'\'rr:f .-.^'.I'l I'fl upo«i li:v- nj-dm' of pi I'scut.at i on iu tlie study j:v'jH:>ri and the pro- 
* cdurcs to b(' follov.k'd. hach Taidi Force nun]>or v?a^; {;1ven oppo7ti.ai.iiy to 
qiK'i^Mui". c-r f(»i\ iL'Ut lipoid any of tliC docuncatation and lo c]iallon[;ct any of 
;■ L Ml udy aii it-r L ioas . 

\l tij, .siToitJ lAjco;lK.'r ric, lin^:, final copy of tlie study rv:]:ort \;as c'lvailah J . . 
j\' ita, c';a:l u,;. i cjh > or amoiKhvioat V7oru dcLcrnunod by i;iajoLJty vote of tlio 
i^.. i i^.K'in-. W'a-'a :i t. v/as dctonn'rn.(l that ladividuai Ta.-ik FDrco nio.ibor^ rt^^ 

\ I-" . .1 iii }:tronf^ disjicnt, provision V7a« nado for incorpoi at ia[: disfiOntint 

^ opinion iaro t)'*o. Luport. 

I ia:ra»L>o t!u' roiort vas intended for broad dlstv/lmtion to a v;idcly varyn.np 

. ' ^.l. '.diip^ it v^as derii^ned to he as non^tcchnica.l as pof;fiible» }iy sur.iniarlr;inj; 

•V. 

'i 

I liie i(fi>crt and then pvc{-;entin£ the rccorunendatioriG » a more casual reader 

f r.tynt f^Tcvin 5;oMe insight into the prohlem of ychool finance and bo aware of 

i iir\in«i for aiielioration. Tlic mortj insightful reader might peruse the appendix 

,f to i^ain additional back^^voundiug< Tn any event, the report does not contain 

I 

£ '.'xtcnsivt^ statir>tical data since these v;ere to be produccii by tlie concurrent 
' O „ 

ERJC I'rl.ni Institute study. 



! . JNTiiDin'rriuN 

Til is iJc.'.Lion ci ieJ incidtMils .Uvultii^ to esLabli iilimenl of ilio School 
Finance Ta?ik Forc<;, inofnbci'Bliip in ilie Task rorco and Iho Departmont 
of jMucation Comiaitiiec, crjterta employed in tha study, find or- 
ivnit?.al: ion of the report. 

. . ui:coy:iHNi)Arj()..'j; 

Five r('co:r'j.;LMU.lMt luni; in tlic area of educational prof;rnM> four in 
tiic rtrcM of or^aiu ;v'iti on , ami nineteen in the area of scliool finaneo 
a)*i: contained in tlii:-; section, For eacli roconiniondal j.c>n , a brief 

tiLeinen t of explanation and a co:'t iripl j.cat i (^n ha:-' been provided. 
Dissoiit i ni; op i Pi ions of individual "uiyA: Force niisbei's arc included 
and crcs:-*-n^tn cncc'i to t:]u"' spceifjc recnnLMc;;d;ition . 

\, STUDY suriMARV AN'o rj;:ni:;(;s 

A very brief su[p,inary lias been included in the report v:liicii identifies 
the iiojor i!L;.sues eneoiupasscd in thi: report, 

V. Al^lM'n.)lX 

MoT e detailed back^jround information requisite to the study arc 

de:.o")- i bod in j he appendix, 

A. J-^J-L 'i'J ^i^i^i.^ prograi'Ui and ser^\i cen 

Thi. goal of quality education, previous studies of educational 
proi^;rai;i and }^>ervicos, t!ie state assessment pro^;raM, and desired 
program ci'itcria are described in sone detail. 
' Or;;ani;int icKi 

Tiio number and size of local school districtfj in Minnesota, the 
existing; cooperative progra-.ns shared by school disl:rlcts, and 



;eric 



A roci tali fill of public .srlior)] flruincc court rasci^ bot!) in oilier 
stnlo; anil in Minnuj^iola and tlic iiap.licat Ions of tlio.s^o cn.sc^s is 
Included • 

Tiil}^ .section presents n lil^lovica.l Fynopsjie: oi* state foundntion 
and c.->tef;or icnl fipanciiil snpport for tlie public 5;cliooly» The 
197J found/itiou aid pi;oj;ra«i and iho, rcsult,s of a cjuestionnairc 
.survey to doLormlnc impact of tji\i pvup^ra!". aro described in c'otail, 

^" J'Jj'*^'.iy..^!d :'j'Sl.^Jf^^ ju'o^^.rajr.'- 

Such catc ^N'rlcal proj^rans ai> caj>ital out lay » g<:)ioo1 buildin^tSj 
di'l)L sorvico, Lrarir,parLaLioa, sv-ocinl education^ and vocaLlonnl 
tccunical c chicatic n nr(^ d isc u::f;cd and r.SMCvs.^.rd . 

^ ' }!L^^'^^"^ ^']^ varirtblrs ^^i^'^^iy; ''-'lunol dij*. t- r i c f.s 

Data rcjLat ivo lo iiclioo.l district.:. iu!:Jusjvc of i ;;rollrn(^nLs^ , 
c:ip'ndi tares per jupil unit, proporty valuatioUi^ :>nd Jnpact 
of the 197.1 Jaw are i3unu:iarir^cd an^l praycatcrl on a rer,ional and 
$talG-\jide basis. 

Typci9 of state aid i)ro|i;i*am;. and alternative models of school aid 
pro^jram:; as con.piled by John Ccjc^ns and Kai; h;Mri?^cd by the Ilducation 
Connvisslon of the States ore displayed • 

The final report was printed and presented to the State Board of ?Aiucation 
on January 8, 1973. TliC Task Force chairman was assisted by the three 
cor::iitLef chairmen and i)epnrti.:ant staff in this presentation. On January 



Tj Us V:T^y special ri'porlii v;(:ro ""oiumU <Hi la t:ho iiiniaU* and 1Ioiiej«» cilucal U>ji 

cuiinif it<.'Os" f»r tlio Mlnuosola Lc!r,islatui"0, Upon conchuiioii of this reporlap,c> 
i.tultipli' copJc^i of iho rcporl. wero roprotlviccd and dtj^lrlbiitcd t1ivou[\houl 
Mi inu'iiot a and ihe. nation. 
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un^.ki.n-d .{si.dj.func.ta of ihc Study report hy one of ilie prime ;iulliors is n 
licriluuij oxpi;«.l.il i on at best. If no olhor ccMr^nent wore tiuulo, liovrovo.r^ it sliould 
bo ncit.uii that tlu Tnsh I'urco luoiuborsUip \Kii^ composed of porsoiifi of hiyh res- 
ptM:i, ro^'.anl, atul ciXpovtisc fyo]:. throuj'Jioul lluj Stale oi MJnnosola. Tlieso 
pc;r;H>nrf i!,rivc \insUnt.ly oi tlioir time. Tiu:y v;evc exceptionally diligent in 
altciidiu^; the inot Linp.s c»[ iho Tns]< force and In proparinj- luforchaad for tiioriO 
mt v tin,;^, In co:::binal ioii with tiie Departncnt Co.^rnlttcCj it J.s to be felt that 
j;,noh o^ tiie best pos.siblc expert u-:e concerning; sciiool finance in tlie entire 
:it.iicr (jf '(inncrola \'c\^ atl<MidanL in thifi' ^'tiidy report. 

LlMITATTO:\ff, or TllJ; STUDY 

Mv. l a'i bucn previoarjly noted, the Task J'orce did not liold it:> initial Tiiceting 
T.:::' !Virr'h 30, Iti effect thi.-refore, only a f)-*p:')jith ju'rj.^^^sl renair.od 

b. i v. n []ut ti]:u: the Ta.h Force first convened and tlie initial nc^<'tin;j of the 
117 :> iiuvjL^otii J. -;i::Iatnr('. While tlic charge to the Ta^:!: I'orce \;as clear* tlic 
r..;:. i t al i oi> \/a;. i .onuruf'ii tal . Kro:r. t he b^ ^rinnlni; U. \.\'"' fcit tluit the report of 

'iuanre Task Force v:ouid not impact p.nif leant iy uj)on the 1073 Legislature, 
^h'iiaer, it v;a.s tu b(^ IiopeJ that isoiui^ of the basic problein.s r,;if;l)l" 1)0 presented 
for t^tudy by the Legislature arul taken under coni:ideration for future, sessions, 
/s ari . l^ei-n noted, t'no Tayl; Force prepared tentMlve and preliiriinary reports 
of ttio reconunendtit 1 ons whici} v;ere ult i.?:*ate].y to be contained in tlie final report. 
M wcii' not, however, until the second weel: in January tliat tlic official report 
VMS delivered to tlie State Board of Kducatlen. This reportage \;as follov;cd 
hy foriiial prei.ontations to the (education coinmittccs of botli the House and 
h-nate of tiu'Mato 1a ,-;i'^ turc . 



■Ihis wrjUT (loi-^ not bolif.vi' it fair Lo claiu n yreat impncL in lliu 1973 
Lrj'J^'l'J'^'f^' rcisult of the; report of the Finance Task Force, It is notable, 

i^il < .0 r/zi LC't;i..l.uuro cH:i act u^^r.; raar.y ol t:\o snrio Itv-v:'. 
\.rii> yivi'u i'ou:>}i\i'rcihU:. coiiwidc ration by Ihe Task Forco. As npooific oxamplos, 
a ;i,ajur effort wn?; matlo by tills lui^islativo s;(tssion to equaliJ'.c t]io ani-^uuts 
of money avaijal)lo per pupil in achool districts tliroughout the ritatc. A very 
luajca' chain^e \;as made in tlie roinilnirsement for tranyportation of pupils going 
to and from scliooJ . Aid to the inner citi^'s in the form of a marked increase 
la AFDC ajdf> v;as recorded in the 1973 hcgi^^lative ycsnlon. Special education 
ruiraburi^ei.ient.s were nip^nif icantly increased as a result of the 1973 session 
action. And for the first time, an intrrr;cdiate univ v;as Ci-Uablished and 
iLHiued by the Minnesota Legislature. 

APPRAISAL or PROCr.DURES 

by lit' very coi'iposi t ion, son^^ of the finest minds in the state concerninc 
: t 1 financi' v;ere leprcsent od in the Task Force, Tliu Cor^ lissioner of 
juiUcMiiun asoiired tiiat Dep.irtnient of F.dncation expertise would be available 
to the Task l-orce by establishing a 10 meinl)er working con^mittee.. Thus, the 
'[.vj]; 1'orce iiad representation from throushout th.e ^^tate and from persons who 
v;ere knowi c dgcable of special and specific areas of educational finance. 

ilurJy in its deliberation, the Task Force concluded ttiat time vould not pernit 
the luxury of presentations by expertise f roin outside the State of Minnesota. 
Thoie.fure, the Task Force coi^centratcd upon data that was on hand or that 
co'ild be obtained by the Department of Education, llenbcra of the Task Force 
and members of the. Department vorkins coinmit toe, were permitted to make 
pre^;oii|otions concerning those areas in which they had interest. All naterials. 



» 

In sn|Ji)()vt of tlK-y.L' discussion!; were <'X^untncil by Hit' T^jLik I'urccN 
llK hu.iu- 1 y , l.lu' tU'clsion to lucludfs or cxolmlo n dLjiCusulon of e 4?[)LioJflc 
l^>;)tc w«ui iiindo l)y conr.eniuis opinion of tlu* Task Torco. 

Of critical f^ignificanco ums tlie formation of the Kxocut.ivc Comintttoo composed 
ui tlio thrae coiiuniLtce chairmen and the T;.Ksk Torce cii<a i ni\an , This small 
p;roup woD able t:o meet periodically <w\ i nf onncilly to assess the progress of 
Lhe various coiuniitlcos and to'detemninc ilie ogcnda for the Tar.k Force comittec^ 

iiy dLvidiiM; the Taf>k Force Into Llirco smaller con\jnittefts , rrHora jnteasivci study 
covild be iiiadc of specif ic facets o£ education. Wiilc all portions of education 
wvv. found to be intertwined, Lhcse comr.ii Ltees; were able to oxanino in more 
\l^^;ah and detail specific elements l/hat related to the education it: Minnesota. 
Vsit^sL' coianl ttees, through Lhe chnLrnian, were able to report back to the Ttisk 
Forct' the no.st significant results of the individual committoG meetings* De- 
^;.r( ..ut of lildur.ation ?itaff wore invited to attend lhe coniriittoe rnrctlngri and 
tr; !n;iko prosuntationi^ as appropriate. 

T'M <n].y major critLcit^iu that could be icvi.c>d against thits procedure in t.he 

[.;iiul of this writer is that the entire Task Force, the entire studyi v;ay 

r^nher provincial in nature. Wi/le v/e did dl«cu.^^5 the poi^sibility of bringing 

Jii por^jons. from outside the State of Minnesota wlio had knowledge and expertise, 

the dectsipn was made that time would not permit . Thus, we relied rather 

heavily upon persons who had knowl and experience in the State of Minnesota* 

The value of the data pt'esented to the Finance Task Force cannot be ovor- 
Glaled. It would be fair to suggest, however^ that in the timenade available 
to tho Ta^ik Foi'co, not a\l of tliese data could bo adequately analyiscd and 
li'S^i^^ Some itcmsi of data v;ere studied only very briefly but, as a general 



ruJ.(i, ^.'iich piece of ilnta v;ai; yivon .intensive scrutiny and was considered 
prior to the preparation of the final report. 

One major dl aappointiiu^nt was the absence of the final Urban Institute report 
during; course of the Tinance Tasl' Force deliberations. However, because 
Dopoj'tir.ont of ilducation personnel were involved in gatherinj; data for the Urban 
Institute report, much of this preliminary material was made available to the 
j'ask Force. Ginco the Urban In:btituLe report has now been delivered, and 
because tiic data are filed in a computer data bank, these materials arc avail- 
able for any future or contlnuinp, study. 

CO;vITIiUUi>IG ROLK OF TUl-: TASK FOUCK 

Although the final report lias been delivered and the 19 73 Legislature lias 
co'ucluuud iUs session, we do not feel that the role of tlie Finance Task Force 
is conjplete. Tlu; CoiAmissionor of Education has indicated that he wishes to 
retain tliis body and to convcMie the Task Force potiodit^ally to continue to 
cxiu.ine critical Issues facing, financing of education in Minnesota. It is 
lelt that the Finance Task Force, In sucli meetings, will concentrate upon 
specific issues that face identifiable elements of education. Thus, for 
exaiiplo, one entire study session may be devoted to special education and any 
continuing needs in this area. At a second such session, vocational education 
i^^ay be the topic under discussion. Many other issues yet confront education 
in Minnesota. Among these are; 1) continued equalization of expenditures and 
eilucational opportunity among school districts of the state, 2) specific pro- 
blcns of inner city schools within the larger cities pf the state, 3) sources 
of revenue from which to support the educational programs of the state, and 4) ■ 
continued support of the intermediate unit concept and cooperative efforts ,{ 
among school districts . 



111 iiic op til ion of this writier, the Finance Task Force study would have to be 
con^i [dfirod a «uccrjf;fiful effort. Initially, it brought together many 
|tv r«(>h', v/rjo art' very knowicdBcablc on school finance in Minnesota, and per- 
mit ti-d Lliom to have direct exoliange concerning the varying problems facing 
our state. Secondly, it produced a report which was distributed broadly and 
\x\ixy posBibly have had impact upon the t:hlnking of many persons from throughout 
tho stale. Tlie major failure of the study report would unrloul)tedly be that 
01 tno tine component. BecaiuiC tlie report could not be delivered to the State 
Boaril of Education until January, the full impact upon the Legislature was 
undoubtedly ininlmL?ic;d . 

Thl3 writer would sec the need for meetings of groups such as this in our 
state and in any state. It is only through the concensus of agreement of 
such a Vcist array of expertise that the real problems confronting education 
tt-Jay Ctia be junpoinLed, described, and a proposal for remediation elaborated. 
I \AjaId feel that th*;: Finance Task Force has performed a real service but 
that this service would be limited if the Task Force did not continue a series 
of zai\.tingi; which were aimed at resolution of specific and identifiable problems. 

DATA LIMITATIONS 

Spec tal surveys and studies were conducted on behest of the Task Force as has been 
dt'i,<:i ibed. The fact that such activities did occur, hoi/ever^ points out one pro- 
blem cx>nfronting the study - necessary or desirable data were not always readily 
nvailabler J^epartment of Education staff furnished copies of thpse pertinent 
reports and documents v;hlch were regularly produced but some frustration was 
experienced when other topics cotild not be studied due to lack of relevant data. 
XotabTe omissions generally centered about three areas: 



K'-otainulicn-jivci and conclusive rescarcl), cither state or national, has 
not been concUicted on sovora] areas relating to program quality. 
Arnong tht^sc problem areas nrc: 

A. Univcrfially accepted indicators of program quality have not been 

established, railing these measures, program quality cannot be 

compared among school districts. 
IJ. No real agreement exists as to the relationslnp between per pupil 

expenditures and program quality. 
C. Teacher training and experience have not been fully related to 

program qual i ty . 

n. Class size and mode of instruction as related to program quality 
have been debated for years but to no real degree of resolution. 

R. School or school district si?.e and program quality have not been 
conclusively correlattid, 

Access to, and availability of, data at tlie state and school district 

le^'c>ls often f rcj>yrcntavy , Inaccurate, or inaccessible, 

A. State education a^;enrJGs linve been collecting data concerning local 
school districts for years. Frequently, the criterion for selection 
of. data collection items has been historical precedent, Thus, 

data disscrainiitlon is limited to that which is readily available. 

B. On occasions, data reported by local school districts contain 
errors. Unless caught by a v;ary eye, these data become part of 

the collection system and are duly reported and utilized by varying 
individuals and agencies. 

C. Human error in collection, compilation, and retrieval may Interfer 
with the accuracy of reported data. 



1). While ..any asp^^cts of school, finance arc co..put.crl/ccl . many 

olhcrs are not. Therefore, data collection often became a time 
con.uiMn^, laborlouH process be.et with dclay.s in reportLng. 
K. r..cm.sc only a handful of Minnesota school districts have an 
operational profir.w,ed hudgetlns system, the finance committee 
was unable to ascertain the real cost for educating a child in a 
specific school or lo truly determiue the cost of an identifiable 
proyt-am in a building or school district. 
F. The real cost of a categorically funded program (such as voca- 
tional or special education) on a district by district basis as 
related to state or federal reimbursement is not fully known. 
The VK^ed for these data has subsequently stimulated a currently 
on-going cost analysis study in vocational .education. 
Purhaps th. major study limitation was that of resource personnel, 
nx.lsting Department of Education «taff were required to take time from 
on-goiny activities to support the study. This normally means that 
.lata collection Is limited to that whicli can be readily produced 
from available sources. In this study, an extensive array of financial 
data was collected for the court and the Urban Institute. However, 
additional data concerning program and financial impact upon school 
districts could not be generated. Thi« failure my have been a 
delimiting factor to the study. 



MIMM - Tlii:^ J973 ;iT^j:iHSpTA LlvGISLATlVi: SKS SIOM 

At the tlTi5e of this writing, the 1973 Miuucsota Lop^lslature hod conchulod 
ila del ibCirai loiifi bul tlic tot«iL effect of the leftlslAtion paii^soti hntl not 
bc^on fully analyzed . However, fron a rcvliw of the loglslatioti it becomes 
fippnvf^nt tlirit this sosftion of tlic State Legislature did treat maay of tlie 
areab that were of {ivcal concern to the Finance Tank Force. Several of tliese 
cUL'os v;l11 be rcvicwocl briefly In tlie following section. 

TIIK FOUNDATIOM AID FORMULA 

In hia budget is^essage, the Covernor of Minnesota expressed great concern Cor 
inereaaing tlte level of ^>tate support for public schools of Minnesota, 
Sinu) tancouj^ly ho expressed a need for reducing the reliance upon the pro- 
^ii-riy tax as a vsource of revenue for the public scliools. Following this 
li thk- J973 Legislature adopted a legl^slative package diich built upon 
action of tlio 1071 Lt^gislature and escalated the fiscal equalizing process. 

For tiie 1973-7'4 r-chool ycc'jr, a school district may receive in foundation aid 
$788 per pupil unit less the amount raised locally by 30 mills times the 
1971 adjusted assessed valuation of property in the scliool district. For 
the i97/i-73 L.chool year tiic district may receive a foundation aid amount 
oqaal to $3'^0 per pupil unit less 30 mills times the 1972 adjusted oscessed 
valuation of the district. 

in each instance, a rider was appended to the legislation which would pro- 
vide additio)ial funds for the low spending school districts and would tend to 
raise the expenditure level of these districts closer to the mean for the 
state. Tiie 1S73 Legislation provided that the 1$70*-71 maintenance oxpendi"^^^^: f 
tur^ per pupil unit sl^ould be computed for e:^ch school district* For the 



l9//-7:i ju'hnol yiMT ttilM tixpMullLovc wa!i unlfLumly I ncvt'riiuHl by $157 In duLcr- 
nJiiliiK cMl.i I U'lnoiiin. l\>r ihu )973-7^t year, this oxpcndiluvo Is again In- 
(.rt.%rieil by {>J8. However, If the district had an adjusted m^lnlcnanco cx- 
jH-adituvi'. pc^r pupil unit of less than $663 in 1971-72 (the so-called low- 
oxponJiturc distrlctf;), tlie disavict is allowed to incrense i;.s expendltura 
for 1973-7^* by one-sixth of Ihc difference between its 1972-73 expenditure 
and $788 if tliis difference is more than $38. For 197A-75, an additional 
$32 expenditure is permitted and the ] ow-expenditure di?^tricts will have the 
Oi'ti(>n of cakinf> onc-tiiird of the difference between the 1973-74 expenditure 
figure allowed and $820 if that increase is greater than $32. The periiiittcd 
cost divided by $788 is used as a multiplier to reduce loundatJon aid entltlc- 
neat» Both foundation aid and levy entitlements are rcduecd proportionately 
fnr the. low-expenditure difstricts.* 

i: i'. :: ccliool diw^-trict ifr perrnitltKi to mal-.e a levy of 30 mills times the FARC 
valuation ai>plicab1c for that year in the foundation aid program* If the 
district iii a low-c xpendi lurci district > it must reduce its basic levy pro- 
p .ri.ionate to the reduction made in the foundation levy indicated above, 
J! LUC district is a h Lah--expenditure district, it is entitled to make an 
excess levy. Tiie basic levy and the foundation aid foriiiula provide the maxi- 
mum foundation amount for each pupil in tlie district ($788 for 1973-74, $820 
tor 3974-75). Subtracting this maximum foundation amount from the permitted 
cost yields the amount of excess levy that can.be made for each pupil unit. 

As an example, if a district spent $850 per pupil unit in 1970-7i> it would 
be permitted a cost of $975 in 1973-74, that is $850 + $87 + $38. $788 would 
be provided for each pupil unit from foundation aid and the basic levy. The 
final $187 pitr pupil unit (loss a minor adjustment for aid to handicapped 
children ln< 1970-71) would be permitted as an excess levy in 1973-74. 



\<\{\\ c.is action, the. Lcf;!*^! 'iturc ronf finned J Is liitant: to raiso tiie level 
o) h»v/ HpcMidln^', f;cliooJ dlrilricts and to nviUe the financial support of public 
'■d';'.;it i iri a fiorc prodomlnani rcspoi^siblU ty c£ the State* 

S]^i:CIAL CATEGOJUCAL AIDS AI^D TAX LEVY ADJUSTMLMTS 

111 nddilion to aHcrallons In tbc foundation aid prccram* tlie 1973 Legis- 
lature acl:ed upon fioveral special, catfjgor ical prograrny. Following is n 
brief synopsis of several of these spoc/.al programs; 

1, The 1971 Legislature rccogni^ced that overburden exists in school dis- 
tricts which have high concentrations of children from low income 
families and from broken homes. To assist with their added cost of 
education, children from A1'F)C famiJics were weighted an additional 0.5 
pupil unit and aids ware paid accordingly. After two years' experience 
Willi ihifi- factor, it v;as r'uill/cd that additional costs wore iiicurred 
where tlmre were concentrations of such overburden. Hence, when the 
conciiritral ioa of Al'DC pupils exceed a certain percentage of elementary 
and secondary pupil units, tlic 1973 Leyislaturo authorijced that addi- 
tional pupil units be counted; 

Over lOX, 0.35 pupil units for each AFDC child 
Over 8%, 0.2 pupil units for each AFDC child 
Over 5%, 0.1 pupil units for each AFDC cliild 

2. The Legislature expressed considerable concern for the care and education 
of handicapped children* Most notable amoii^\ new Legislation were improvc- 

I • rr.ents in provisions for the education of institutionalized children and 

for the transportation of the handicapped pupils* Wliere school districts 
ts-^ maintained prograia.^ for liandicappcd children^ state reimbursement for 



L»ivsonLla:i ccrLifioated porf.oaiicl was tncrenacd from $5300 pet lonelier 
lo $5600 per r:eacher. Transportation cost limitations for the handi- 
(Miipod have been vcnovcd and are now consistent with the new transpor- 
tation legislation. 

3. The fltiaucing of transportation costs wore equalized by the 1973 legis- 
lation. The costs of authorlsiod transportation in terms of direct 
properly lax was adjusted such that the levy for transportation is the 
satnc in all school districts of tlic state. Deginning with tlie 1973 
tax levy, collected in 197^ for use during the 197A-75 scliool year, 
Ciuch sclioul district will be required to levy up to one adjusted assessed 
valuation mill to finance transportation costs. Tlie state will then 
reimburse any differential between actual cost and the funds accruing 
from the lax levy. As h control the legislation provides that transpor- 
lalioii coKlb pti pupil unit may liol increase by norc tl.an 10 percent 
over tliose of tlie 1972-73 base year. Minneapolis and St. Paul were 
•excepted from tills law and continue on tlie old reimbursement plan. 

A. In order to equalize expenditure for capital ii.>provements to school 
districts, the Legislature has provided that each district may levy an 
amount which provides up to $65 per pupil unit but not to exceed 10 KARC 
mills in total. If a district has been taxing above that amount, it Is 
required to reduce its levies. If it is taxing below that amount, it 
may increase Its levies up to 2 EARC mills a year ot it nay increase 
its levies up to 3 EARC mills a year if It is fast growing (at least 

pupil unit growth) in order to provide additional income for capital 
start-up costs. ■ ] ■ ■ -'-/--ij.- ^-^^ .-■"""■";■"}.- ■ 
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f), A i>ilot Ivit cri:iod late unit V7af5 aulrhorlecd for SouthwosLcvn Minnesota and 
an annual appropr iallon o£ $50|000 was approved, 

TIk: 1973 Uiglfllature also enacted several other Iteias for special purposes, 
Among these arc (3) community schools, (2) alleviation of school district 
operating debt, (3) emergency aid, and (^0 in lieu tax aids. In consort 
witli revisions in the foundation aid program, these categorical actions 
continue to elaborate upon increased ntate support and state control of 
tlie financing for t])e public schools < 

GLOSSARY or T1':RMS 

Ad^l_ii A s s C SS cd Va 1 11 J t Un\ * There is a v?ide variation in property 
assessment practices among I lie -staters 87 counties. Since the value 
of property in a school district deternines the anount of state founda- 
tion aid to be received, the Hqunllzation Aid Review Committee (EARC) 
lias hcc^n established to compute an "equali2cd" or comparable assessed 
valuation from county to county and ?jcliool district to school district. 
This valuation, vhich is used exclusively for school aid purposes, is 
known os the "KARC valuation" or ''adjusted assessed valuation." It 
iii equal to approximately one-third of the market value of property i 

Mji'^-l^^--AgA9^^^^.^^^ Valuat ion Mill - The equivalent of a one mill tax 

4 

on the adjusted assessed valuation of all property in the scliool 
district, 

3* A rPC Ai d - Beginning in 1971, additional state foundation aid is paid 
M to each school district for educational overburden "caused by broken r;;v 
homes, poverty, and low income*" Altliough. such aid is measured by the 



lUiiT.b.^r of cliildrcn from Al'DC familJc.s, it it. paid to the district 
without rcijuirlng the revenue to be spent on the pupils from AFDC 
tamilies. of ]973, additional aid Is to be paid where higher 
concentrations of AfDC children or.cur, furthermore, the last legis- 
lature encouraged districts to spend most of these overburden aids on 
children in kindergnrten through grade three. 

PfiPiA'3JL-.?}*i^ VO'. " (^^ipital outlay expenfJltures are those for such items 
aj4 now construction of facilities, remodeling, or new equipment. 

f'^J^.^&9S,i^rf^X. AidR •* Foundation aid is the primary source of general 
stale financial support for the public schools* Jlowever, the state 
alyo provides categorical aids v;hich are specifically earmarked for 
.special programs or special j;roups of children, Kxaniples include 
<;l:ite aids for special (handicapped) education, vocational education, 
transportation, school luncb, ^tc. 

])ebl rvcdfcmption - Expenditures for the redemption of bonded indebted- 
nf:ss and/or for interest on bonded indelitcdnoss are termed debt 
redemption. 

K(^ua 11 Ration A id Revi ew Committee (EAKC) - The Equalization Aid Review 
Com',nitte6 is a Legislatively created group composed of the commissioners 
of throe state agencies - Administration, Education, and Taxation* The 
purpose of this committee is to calculate the adjusted assessed valua-* 
tion' of property in each governmental unit. 

EARC Valua^t ion - Synonymous wJ th adjusted assessed valuation as 
determined by theH\RC* 



KAkC. Mil' " L^;nonylM;U!i vLth .uljuslud asso«r.ocl valuation mill. 
>''<"L".''.^1.L'..<V'.AIj1 - 'i''^*^ l>voaViU;i of toundatlon aid is tlio principal mo.thod 
o'j which hchoolB nro Clnancinlly supported by the state. As of 1971, 
foundation aid replaced the local property tax as the larp,o.Rt source 
of Bchool income. 

The foundation aid forniuln doos several things. It sots the level of 
bat,,{c financinr, ««-^'tc. and local sources - in Minncfiotfl, the 

foii.ujla nHsi.sti-; in providing up to an average cofjL educational offerinfi. 
Previously, it only helped finance a minimal education. / 

The «econd major effect of the foundation aid formila is to "equallKe" 
or coinpelisate for the difference in property wealth among districts. 
The richer the school district, the lesr. it gets per pupil; the poorer 
the district, the more It gets. 

UaU} t enanc cj';0^il R.,;in_d. J\d iiilt.tiIil'lli^i£ri?Jie.^°^t'l " '^^ ' 1 n t enanc o 
cost" of a school district is simply the cost of operating that district's 
.school program. It docs not include costii of buildings, fixtures, or 
paying off bonded debt. 

•Aroong the districts, there is considerable variation in expenditures for 
tranaporLation. Hence, to make costs measured more cotnparablc, cost 
of transportatJon as well as any cash receipts such as from sale of 
school lunches or materials are deducted in arriving at "adjusted 
maintenance cost." 

Since the state cannot consider Federal aids when computing state aid 
for school districts and since the Federal aids are usually directed 



to-.v.u-(l suppovi; of nrclf Jr in-o-r.-iinii and net toward broad educational 
nccdiM "Hi.at.i and lonaJ adjuatcd m.-antcinnncc costs" hnvo bean ^tdopted 
as the ba^- *'of .^uitc financliH; of public education, and state find 
local adjusitul inalntcnanr.c cost per pupil unit served are used In the 
]aw!i to dt^L.-rrainc a school district's levy and fovmdatlon aid entitle- 
ment u . 

12. M;jin(:cnan(^n i^^^iJ^^'i'^'^v^M^^l " M.i J nttmmce expenditure Is often used synony- 
mously wJ 111 i.ini nLoiirincc cost, 

13. Mill - A will is I/IO of ona coul tax on every dollnr of tl^e assessed 
vai^u of laxablo property. 

]/u 2lui)tl UnU - Because tljo Ci) Ai\ of cducalli^s pupils differ at different 
grud-j iev^jls, pupils arc 'Veithtcd" according to the relative costn 
of prov id in;:; an education* Usin[; oicnc^ntary children oi\ a refcrevice, 
the weij^htings are: 

0»5 - kindor^arlon pupils) or prei:indergarten handicnpf^ed pupils 
1.0 - elc;incntary pupils in either the six or ci^jht year elementary 

progre::iis • , , 

l//i - Middle nchool pupils in grades 7-9. 
I A secondary school pupils 

1,5 " post-t;econdary area vocational technical school pupils. 

With the use of the above voightings, pupils are converted to pupil 
units which compensate for varying costs of different levels of 
instruction. * \ . ' ,. 



